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The House met at 2 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. SIMPSON).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 10, 2001.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MICHAEL K.
SIMPSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

——————

PRAYER

The Reverend Larry D. Ferguson,
Senior Pastor, Christ Church, Plym-
outh, Indiana, offered the following
prayer:

Dear Heavenly Father, Creator of the
Universe, we come to You on behalf of
this Nation and more particularly on
behalf of the United States House of
Representatives.

Lord, we come here for several rea-
sons.

You said in Jeremiah 33:3, ‘‘Call unto
Me and I will answer you.”

We are calling unto You now, Lord.

You said in Your great book of wis-
dom, Proverbs, Chapter 3, Verses 5 and
6, ‘“Lean not on your own under-
standing, acknowledge Me in all of
your ways, and I will direct your
paths.”

Lord, we are acknowledging You
right now.

Father, You said in Matthew, T7:7,
““Ask and it shall be given to you, seek
and you shall find, knock and it shall
be opened unto you.”

Lord, we are asking,
knocking right now.

Father, You are our Jehovah Jireh,
our Provider, and we are looking unto
You. We recognize that You have all

seeking and

wisdom, and all under-
standing.

So, Father, as this House argues and
debates important issues, when the
vote is taken and the dust settles, we
pray that the consensus will be Your
will. We seek for Your will to be done
on Earth, as it is in Heaven.

We pray, Lord, that when decisions
have been made, that there will be a
mutual respect and camaraderie be-
tween those that have taken different
positions on each issue. And, Lord,
after this day is completed, that some-
how, You will be glorified and we and
this Nation will be blessed.

In the name of our Lord and Saviour
Jesus Christ, the One that died on the
Cross and rose again that we might
have victory over sin and death. Amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

all power,

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. BUYER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

WELCOMING THE REVEREND
LARRY D. FERGUSON, SENIOR
PASTOR, CHRIST CHURCH, PLYM-
OUTH, INDIANA
(Mr. BUYER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, the open-
ing prayer for today’s House session
has been given to us by Pastor Larry
Ferguson. Pastor Ferguson ministers
at Christ Church in Plymouth, of Mar-
shall County, Indiana, where he has
been a Senior Pastor for 6 years with
his wife Kathy, and the Pastor’s son
Darin, and his wife Kathy, who is also
in the United States Air Force and is
present in the gallery today.

Pastor Ferguson preached his first
sermon as a freshman in high school
and later completed 4 years of training
for the ministry at Cincinnati Bible
Seminary in Cincinnati, Ohio. Since
that time, he has been involved in pro-
viding spiritual nourishment to many.
Whether it is in providing leadership as
a principal to a Christian school, giv-
ing guidance to Christian churches who
are struggling, or nurturing the health
of marriages and families, Pastor Fer-
guson has been following the Biblical
admonition to ‘‘heal the broken-heart-
ed.”

Pastor Ferguson has also used his
talents to proclaim the Gospel through
song and over the airwaves in Christian
radio ministry.

For 35 years, Pastor Ferguson has
been ministering, and he has touched
more lives than he may ever know. I
am thankful for his prayer today, and
in his prayer I agree that in this House,
we do quest for the greater under-
standing.

———

ALLOW HOUSE TO VOTE OPPOSING
HOLDING OLYMPICS IN CHINA

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, as prob-
ably one of the most bipartisan Mem-
bers of this body, I call on the Repub-
lican leadership to allow this House to
vote on whether the Olympics should
be held in the Communist dictatorship
of China.
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Three months ago, with an over-
whelming bipartisan vote, the House
Committee on International Relations
expressed itself against China holding
the Olympics by approving H. Con. Res.
73. I am asking the Speaker and the
majority leader no longer to bottle up
our legislation and to allow the rep-
resentatives of the American people to
speak their minds on this issue.

Religion is persecuted, political free-
dom does not exist, media freedom does
not exist, our airplane is forced down,
our servicemen and women are held in
captivity for 11 days; yet this body is
not allowed to vote on whether the
Olympics should be held in Beijing.

Mr. Speaker, allow us a vote.

———

TIME FOR GOVERNOR DAVIS TO
TAKE A STAND

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss the real cause of the
rolling blackouts and out-of-control
energy prices in California. Governor
Davis and his big government cronies
caused California’s energy crisis
through their backward and politically
motivated approach to energy. Bowing
to pressure from radical environ-
mentalists and advice from his poll-
sters, Governor Davis increased regula-
tion of the energy industry, thus pro-
hibiting increased energy production
and limiting modernization of infra-
structure. The Davis approach is the
wrong approach.

Now, in order to save his political fu-
ture, Governor Davis has put political
advisors on the government payroll.
Not only do Californians have to pay
outrageous prices to cool their homes,
but they now have to pay for consult-
ants to tell Governor Davis how to
minimize the political damage caused
by his mishandling of California’s en-
ergy needs. Even California’s Democrat
State comptroller has said that she
will not pay for Davis’s political ex-
penses with the taxpayers’ dime.

Throughout this crisis, Gray Davis
has been seeking political remedies in-
stead of looking for positive solutions
to solve the real-life problems of his
citizens. All the while, California fami-
lies are suffering. It is time for the
Governor to take a stand and do what
is right for California, instead of what
is right for his career.

————

CORRUPTION AT THE JUSTICE
DEPARTMENT

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, FBI
Agent Hanssen pleaded guilty to spying
for Russia. Now, think about it: First
he said, the devil made me do it; now
he says he just wants to make amends.
Spare me.
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The truth is Janet Reno sold the
farm to China, FBI agents are spying
for Russia, nuclear military secrets are
disappearing faster than Viagra at Ni-
agara, and nobody is doing anything
about it. Nothing.

Beam me up.

Wake up, Congress, and smell the es-
pionage.

I yield back the massive corruption
at the Justice Department that goes
without meaningful oversight.

———

AMERICANS DESERVE ENERGY
SOLUTIONS, NOT BLACKOUTS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the
United States of America has the
strongest economy in this world, and
to maintain America’s prosperity,
America must have energy.

Over the past few months, California,
an undisputed driving force in our Na-
tion’s economy, has had to endure roll-
ing blackouts during the past several
months. And now, the fastest growing
city in the United States, Las Vegas,
Nevada, has also witnessed rolling
blackouts due to energy shortages.

Blackouts cannot and should not be
tolerated.

It is time to implement real solu-
tions to reverse the energy shortage.
Through conservation methods and
through expansion and development of
our natural energy resource base, we
can provide abundant and less costly
energy. But to do this we need to im-
plement a national energy policy that
includes greater production of diverse
energy supplies and an equal reliance
on bold conservation measures.

This balanced energy policy will en-
sure that when Americans flick on that
light switch, that their lights always
go on, and blackouts will be a thing of
the past.

SIGN DISCHARGE PETITION NO. 2

(Mr. FILNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, here we
are, a year after the electricity crisis
hit California and the West. The crisis
and suffering continues. And where is
the President? Not one item in his en-
ergy plan addresses the crisis in the
West. And where is FERC, the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission? They
seem more intent on protecting the in-
dustry than the consumers who pay
their bills. And where is this Congress?
A year after the crisis, we have not yet
had a debate on this House floor on re-
solving the issues in California and the
West.

The bill that is coming up through
the Committee on Commerce does
nothing to address this crisis in Cali-
fornia. The only way to get a fair dis-
cussion on the House floor is to sign
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Discharge Petition No. 2. That allows
and puts in order any bill that really
addresses the issues in the West and
electricity.

It is time to put cost-based rates on
the price of electricity and refund the
criminal overcharges since last year.

Mr. Speaker, let us have a debate on
this House floor. Sign Discharge Peti-
tion No. 2.

———

PRESIDENT SHOWS STRONG
COMMITMENT TO NASA

(Mr. BRADY of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, as
a former member of the House Com-
mittee on Science, I am a strong sup-
porter of NASA and our international
space station. So is President Bush,
but you would not know so if you lis-
tened to some of the rumors going
around Houston and our Johnson Space
Center.

But here are the facts. Only last year
NASA told us on the Committee on
Science that they would need $14.4 bil-
lion for the coming year. Even after
they raised the request recently, the
President’s budget meets that request
at $14.5 billion; meets NASA’s request.
The President also increases funding
for the space station, for the launch
initiative, and keeps a sustained level
of six space shuttle flights.

Understandably, at budget time you
are going to have some partisan spin,
but, seriously, how can you criticize
the President when he gives NASA
what it asked for, at a level nearly $1
billion higher than where it has lan-
guished for 4 of the last 5 years?

The fact is, for space supporters in
Congress, we have never started a
budget year so strongly, and our con-
gressional appropriators are trying to
do more. Unfortunately, only in Wash-
ington are budget increases spun as
budget cuts.

————

SUPPORT BIPARTISAN PATIENT
PROTECTION ACT OF 2001

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
now that we are back from the Inde-
pendence Day recess and the celebra-
tions, the passage of the Patients’ Bill
of Rights, the one introduced by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE) and the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NORWOOD), must be at the top
of our agenda.

This bill, the Bipartisan Patient Pro-
tection Act of 2001, is the only omne
which comprehensively reforms the
current managed care system to better
meet the needs of those who elected us.

During the break misinformation and
scare tactics continued. It is important
that the American public know the
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truth. Many of the ads say that the bill
would raise the cost of insurance. Not
true. What they fail to say is that in
the past 3 years or so, the cost of man-
aged care has already increased at an
average of 7.1 percent, and the increase
is projected to be in double digits for
this year. The ads also fail to tell us
that while the costs have gone up, less
services are covered.

Where the same provisions have been
enacted in States, there have not been
any extraordinary increases in pre-
miums or significant increases in law-
suits. What has happened is that the
people in those States have been able
to access medically necessary health
care, and we need to extend that to the
rest of the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, let us pass the bill and
let us move on to reduce disparities
and provide universal coverage.

————
DENY OLYMPICS TO CHINA

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, what fel-
lowship does light have with darkness?
What fellowship does the symbol of the
human spirit, the Olympic Games, have
with Chinese tyranny?

Sixty-four years ago the Nazi propa-
ganda machine proudly flaunted the
1936 Olympic Games as an example of
the leadership of Adolph Hitler. That
horrible miscalculation by the Inter-
national Olympic Committee gave
credibility to a man and a regime that
killed 6 million Jews.
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Amazingly, 44 years later, the IOC
granted the games, the 1980 games to
the Soviet Union on the very eve of
their launch of the war against Afghan-
istan. Today, the IOC is ignoring his-
tory and considering awarding the
international games of peace to the
People’s Republic of China in 2008.

I say again, Mr. Speaker, what fel-
lowship does light have with darkness?
What fellowship does the symbol of the
human spirit have with Chinese tyr-
anny? Let it be the voice from this
citadel of liberty that the Inter-
national Olympic Committee should
say ‘‘no’” to Beijing for the 2008 Olym-
pic games.

———
PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, here we go
again. Once again, we are taking up the
Patients’ Bill of Rights in this House.
We have already passed a good, a true,
an honest Patients’ Bill of Rights in
the House of Representatives. We
passed it in the 105th Congress; we
passed it in the 106th. It was a bipar-
tisan effort. Now we are going to be
presented with a new Patients’ Bill of
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Rights that they say is 80 percent like
the real Patients’ Bill of Rights, the
Ganske-Dingell-Norwood-Berry bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is amazing that we
are going to try once again to fool the
American people and trick them into
believing that the insurance companies
are not going to control their destiny
when it comes to health care. The fact
is, if we do not pass the Ganske-Din-
gell-Norwood-Berry bill in this House,
the American people will still be at the
mercy of the insurance companies.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of
the Ganske-Dingell-Norwood-Berry Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights.

———

A STRONG NATIONAL ENERGY
POLICY

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, today
the Blue Dog Democrats will unveil our
version of what our national energy
policy should look like and should be.
We believe that most, if not all, of our
colleagues will find tremendous inter-
est in a program that creates a bal-
anced approach, one that expands en-
ergy supbplies, one that recognizes that
energy production in the United States
is equally important as that produced
outside of the United States. In fact,
more so. It enhances environmental
standards. It promotes energy effi-
ciency. It promotes research and devel-
opment, and it provides reliable and af-
fordable supplies.

Mr. Speaker, it matches a very im-
portant truism: we cannot produce food
and fiber in the United States without
oil and gas, and we cannot produce oil
and gas without food and fiber. We
need to be a partnership in all aspects
of producing the energy needs of this
country.

We encourage our colleagues to take
a good look at our suggestion. We look
forward to working with both sides of
the aisle in developing this national
energy policy, as well as with the ad-
ministration.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE MARK E. SOUDER, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Honorable MARK E.
SOUDER, Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 3, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that my of-
fice has been served with a civil subpoena for
documents issued by the Superior Court for
Allen County, Indiana in a civil case pending
there.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that it is
consistent with the precedents and privileges
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of the House to advise the party who issued
the subpoena that I have no documents that
are responsive to the subpoena.
Sincerely,
MARK E. SOUDER,
Member of Congress.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered or on which a vote is
objected to under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules, but not before 6 p.m. today.

———

ENCOURAGING CORPORATIONS TO
CONTRIBUTE TO FAITH-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
170) encouraging corporations to con-
tribute to faith-based organizations.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 170

Whereas America’s community of faith has
long played a leading role in dealing with
difficult societal problems that might other-
wise have gone unaddressed;

Whereas President Bush has called upon
Americans ‘‘to revive the spirit of citizen-
ship . . . to marshal the compassion of our
people to meet the continuing needs of our
Nation’’;

Whereas although the work of faith-based
organizations should not be used by govern-
ment as an excuse for backing away from its
historic and rightful commitment to help
those who are disadvantaged and in need,
such organizations can and should be seen as
a valuable partner with government in meet-
ing societal challenges;

Whereas every day faith-based organiza-
tions in the United States help people re-
cover from drug and alcohol addiction, pro-
vide food and shelter for the homeless, reha-
bilitate prison inmates so that they can
break free from the cycle of recidivism, and
teach people job skills that will allow them
to move from poverty to productivity;

Whereas faith-based organizations are
often more successful in dealing with dif-
ficult societal problems than government
and non-sectarian organizations;

Whereas, as President Bush recently stat-
ed, “It is not sufficient to praise charities
and community groups; we must support
them. And this is both a public obligation
and a personal responsibility.”’;

Whereas corporate foundations contribute
billions of dollars each year to a variety of
philanthropic causes;

Whereas according to a recent study pro-
duced by the Capital Research Center, the 10
largest corporate foundations in the United
States contributed $1,900,000,000 to such
causes;

Whereas according to the same study,
faith-based organizations only receive a
small fraction of the contributions made by
corporations in the United States, and 6 of
the 10 corporations that give the most to
philanthropic causes explicitly ban or re-
strict contributions to faith-based organiza-
tions: Now, therefore, be it
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Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That—

(1) Congress calls on corporations in the
United States, in the words of the President,
““to give more and to give better’” by making
greater contributions to faith-based organi-
zations that are on the front lines battling
some of the great societal challenges of our
day; and

(2) it is the sense of Congress that—

(A) corporations in the United States are
important partners with government in ef-
forts to overcome difficult societal problems;
and

(B) no corporation in the United States
should adopt policies that prohibit the cor-
poration from contributing to an organiza-
tion that is successfully advancing a philan-
thropic cause merely because such organiza-
tion is faith based.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this legislation and to insert
extraneous material on the concurrent
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 170, which calls on America’s cor-
porations to increase their support of
faith-based charities.

In 1999, the last year in which facts
were available, a total of $190.16 billion
were contributed to charities through-
out America. Of that amount, corpora-
tions contributed $11.02 billion to char-
ities, which is 5.8 percent of the total
amount given to charities in America
came from corporations. Unfortu-
nately, some of America’s largest cor-
porations as a matter of policy explic-
itly discriminate against faith-based
organizations.

Now, there are many effective chari-
table groups throughout our country.
These organizations have developed ef-
fective programs to assist people to re-
cover from drug and alcohol addiction,
provide food and shelter for the home-
less, rehabilitate prison inmates, and
to teach job skills that will allow indi-
viduals to move from poverty to pro-
ductivity, from dependence to inde-
pendence.

Now, in this resolution, we are not
encouraging faith-based groups to do
any proselytizing. As a matter of fact,
they do not proselytize and recommend
their particular religion. They are
there for one purpose and one purpose
only, and that is to provide assistance
to people who need assistance.

For example, charities like the Alpha
Alternative Pregnancy Care Center in
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my hometown of Hopkinsville, Ken-
tucky. Alpha Alternative is a place
where women in an unwanted preg-
nancy situation can turn for Christian
compassion and help in a time of great
personal crisis. They minister to their
clients with parenting skills, classes,
material assistance, and counseling. If
this faith-based charity were to receive
more corporate support, perhaps Alpha
Alternative could also expand its serv-
ices to include other medical diag-
nostic services and job training pro-
grams. But with corporate policies ban-
ning support for worthwhile faith-
based charities, community groups like
Alpha Alternative will never reach
their true potential.

I ask my colleagues today to join
with me in voting for this resolution
calling on the conscience of America’s
largest companies not to discriminate
against an organization that is success-
fully advancing philanthropic and
human causes, and not to discriminate
merely because they happen to be faith
based. As I said earlier, these groups
are not out proselytizing. They are not
out trying to impose their religion on
anyone, and this legislation is not try-
ing to impose religion on anyone. This
legislation simply asks corporate
America to help effective organiza-
tions, whether they be faith based or
secular.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure exactly
what role Congress should have in try-
ing to dictate to American families or
American corporations how they
should contribute their charitable con-
tributions and to whom they should
contribute those dollars, but I would
point out that this particular resolu-
tion has, in effect, no real legal teeth
to it. Much of it is a sense of Congress,
and to the extent that the goal of this
resolution is to say to individuals and
corporate leaders to take a look at
faith-based organizations in America,
they are doing a lot of good work ad-
dressing social problems, then I en-
dorse that approach.

Were this resolution more than, in ef-
fect, a sense of Congress and was actu-
ally going to dictate policy to cor-
porate trusts, I certainly would have
thought it would have made sense for
the House committees to have met ei-
ther the Committee on the Judiciary,
or the Committee on Commerce, to at
least have a hearing on this to try and
direct $1.9 billion in charitable giving.
It is my understanding that there was
no House committee hearing of either
the Committee on the Judiciary or the
Committee on Commerce on this meas-
ure. However, because this resolution
is basically a voluntary message to
corporations to consider the good work
of many faith-based charities, I would
not adamantly object to the principal
goal of this.

But what, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to comment on today is why this vol-
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untary approach toward giving to
faith-based charities is much more ac-
ceptable to me and other Members of
Congress and religious leaders than the
President’s faith-based initiative. The
President’s faith-based initiative in
contrast to this has several funda-
mental flaws, and if this bill had any of
these flaws built into it in the essence
of law, I would oppose this resolution.

First of all, the President’s faith-
based initiative as exemplified in H.R.
7 would, for the first time in our coun-
try’s history, direct Federal tax dollars
going immediately into the coffers of
our houses of worship, our churches,
our synagogues, and other houses of
worship. I think that approach to sup-
porting faith-based charities is pat-
ently unconstitutional. I think giving
billions of Federal dollars directly to
faith-based organizations, tax dollars
to faith-based organizations would in-
evitably and absolutely lead to govern-
ment regulation of religion and our
churches.

Thirdly, I think the administration
approach toward faith-based initiatives
as exemplified in H.R. 7 would lead to
religious strife, as thousands of dif-
ferent faith-based groups would be
coming to Washington, D.C. competing
for tens of billions of Federal tax dol-
lars. If one wants to write a prescrip-
tion for religious strife in America, Mr.
Speaker, I could think of no better way
to do it than to have thousands of
churches and houses of worship coming
to our Nation’s capital and competing
before Cabinet Members for tens of bil-
lions of dollars of Federal money.

The fourth problem I have with the
faith-based initiative and the Presi-
dent’s program in contrast to this reso-
lution is that the President’s faith-
based initiative would actually sub-
sidize, subsidize religious discrimina-
tion. It would actually take Federal
tax dollars and allow a faith-based
group to put up a sign, paid for by our
tax dollars, that would say, no Jew, no
Catholic, no Mormon, no Baptist need
apply here for a federally funded job. I
think that type of approach to helping
charities is really a great retreat in
our 40-year march toward greater civil
rights in America.

The fifth objection I have to the
President’s proposal on faith-based ini-
tiatives versus this sense of Congress
resolution is that the President’s pro-
posal really puts Congress and faith-
based groups into a Catch-22. If we say
that they cannot use Federal dollars to
proselytize, to push their religion and
their faith upon others, then, in effect,
what we are doing is giving Federal
dollars to faith-based groups and say-
ing that one cannot use their faith in
carrying out one’s social mission. So in
effect, the President’s program, if im-
plemented, would actually take the
faith out of faith-based organizations,
the very thing I would believe the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD)
and I would agree makes many faith-
based organizations so special, the fact
that they can inject their faith into
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their process of turning around peo-
ple’s lives and solving their problems.
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So my point, Mr. Speaker, is this: I
am not sure exactly whether this
should be a top priority today for Con-
gress, and in fact a sense of Congress
resolution, to be telling corporate
foundations how to spend billions of
dollars, but I do applaud the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) in
what I interpret is his basic approach,
to send a message to America to say,
look at the good work of faith-based
organizations.

As a person of faith, I believe these
organizations are doing excellent work
in many cases. Not in all cases, but in
many cases, they truly are changing
people’s lives in a positive manner.

But I think it is very important for
Members to know that in supporting
this resolution today, they are not
adopting the provisions of H.R. 7 as
proposed by the gentleman from OKkla-
homa (Mr. WATTS) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HALL) and others. We
are not endorsing those resolutions
that would actually allow Federal tax
dollars to go directly to houses of wor-
ship. I would passionately oppose such
a bill, such a proposal, or such a resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN), who was the
author and primary sponsor of this res-
olution.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Kentucky, for
yielding time to me, and for his kind
words.

Mr. Speaker, the seeds for this reso-
lution come from a speech that our
President gave at the University of
Notre Dame commencement ceremony
a few months ago. In that speech,
President Bush laid out for America a
great challenge. In his words, that
challenge ‘‘was to revive the spirit of
citizenship, to marshall the compas-
sion of our people to meet the con-
tinuing needs of our Nation.”

He went on to remind us that, in his
words, ‘It is not sufficient to praise
charities and community groups. We
must support them.” This is both a
public obligation and a personal re-
sponsibility.

Mr. Speaker, unlike my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Texas, 1
hope this body will take up H.R. 7, the
Community Solutions Act, and take it
up soon. It will create enhanced incen-
tives for charitable giving, it will ex-
pand charitable choice, it will break
down the barriers that prevent chari-
table sectors from being greater part-
ners in the war on poverty.

I believe the debate on the faith-
based initiative will be a great and his-
toric one, one that may help us turn
the corner in the war on poverty, so I
am a strong and passionate supporter.
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But in the meantime, this resolution
that is before us today is designed to
nudge corporate America into pro-
viding even more immediate reinforce-
ments to faith-based organizations
that are already taking up the mission
that the President has called for, orga-
nizations that have heeded the Presi-
dent’s call, and that of so many, many
American leaders that have gone before
him.

This resolution seeks to draw atten-
tion to charitable efforts that are al-
ready under way, that are already
working so beautifully; more impor-
tantly, to draw attention to the sad
lack of support that these groups have
received, not from individuals but from
America’s wealthiest foundations.

This resolution celebrates good news,
and it points out tragic news.

First, the good news. As both of the
previous speakers have noted, each
Member of this House can point with
pride and with gratitude to organiza-
tions in his or her community that are
lifting lives and healing neighborhoods
and making a wonderful difference.
These groups are the conscience of our
people. They are helping people recover
from drug and alcohol addiction. They
are providing shelter, comfort, and
food for the homeless. They are reha-
bilitating prison inmates and breaking
the cycle of recidivism.

Hundreds of these organizations were
represented recently at the faith-based
summit here in Washington. As a par-
ticipant in that summit, I can say
there was more positive energy for pov-
erty relief gathered here in the Capital
than at any time in decades.

There were wonderful organizations
like Rawhide Boys Ranch from north-
eastern Wisconsin. Established nearly
four decades ago as a faith-based alter-
native to juvenile detention, Rawhide
accepts 100 troubled boys each year
without regard to race or religious be-
lief or economic background. These
boys are counseled, given personal aca-
demic and vocational training, and
they are taught discipline and given
love. This program changes lives be-
cause it changes hearts.

There were organizations like Urban
Hope, a faith-based ministry in Green
Bay, Wisconsin, committed to empow-
ering and revitalizing people and com-
munities through entrepreneurship;
yes, entrepreneurship. It teaches credit
and budgeting, entrepreneurial ideas,
and has a microloan program. In its
brief time of existence, it has launched
over 121 new businesses in the Green
Bay area.

Of course, nearly every community
in America has a Bureau of Catholic
Charities. There are over 1,400 agen-
cies, institutions, and organizations
that make up Catholic Charities. Over
9% million people each year, people
who are in need, turn to them for serv-
ices ranging from adoption to soup
kitchens, child care to prison ministry,
disaster relief to refugee and immaigra-
tion assistance.
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In summary, these armies of compas-
sion are fighting brush fires all across
this great land.

Now the sad news, the tragic news.
According to the Capital Research Cen-
ter my colleague, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) has just
mentioned, the 10 largest U.S. cor-
porate foundations have given out
roughly $2 billion each year to char-
ities, but a mere fraction of that has
gone to these very organizations that
each of us have referred to.

It has given little to them regardless
of their effectiveness. In fact, of the 10
largest corporations in America, six
have specific restrictions that either
ban outright giving to faith-based or-
ganizations, or greatly restricting it.
In fact, of the 10 which have provided
enough information, not one of them
has given b percent.

Mr. Speaker, according to that same
Capital Research Center report, the
leading 1,000 foundations in America
have targeted just 2.3 percent of their
grants to faith-based organizations.
The top 100 foundations have given just
1.5 percent.

I do not know if this is political cor-
rectness, I do not know if this is a lack
of awareness of what these great orga-
nizations are doing. I am wondering if
these organizations, these corpora-
tions, these foundations, have become
conscientious objectors in the battle
against poverty. I hope not. I am sure
my colleagues share that sentiment.

Whatever the cause, whatever the
reason, it is time for these restrictions
to fall. It is time for the reticence of
corporate America to end. It is time for
corporate America, it is time for foun-
dations and American citizens every-
where, to take up the cause of these or-
ganizations; to contribute, to give
them what they can, whether it be fi-
nancial resources, tools, expertise,
whatever they can give to help them
help us fight poverty and the con-
sequences of poverty.

We are not asking these corporations
to do any more than we should do each
as individuals to turn citizenship and
civic responsibility from an all too pas-
sive term to an activist philosophy, be-
cause it is only when each of us and
these foundations and these corpora-
tions take up the fight, I believe it is
only when that happens that we will
make a difference.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution. It is a sense of the Congress
resolution, but it shines a spotlight on
the wonderful work that is being done,
and it shines a spotlight on the sad
tragedy that too many corporations,
too many foundations have not been
there to help. I think shining this spot-
light is important, and I hope it will
make a difference.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point
out, not knowing the facts, since there
was not a committee hearing on this,
that some of the corporations whose
charitable contributions are in effect
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being criticized today might not want
to give to some faith-based groups be-
cause they do proselytize.

I know the gentleman from Kentucky
talked about groups that do not pros-
elytize. There are many faith-based
groups that provide soup kitchens, al-
cohol and drug rehabilitation pro-
grams, and they do not proselytize. But
there are many other faith-based
groups that part of their very mission
as a religious, pervasively sectarian en-
tity is to proselytize, to sell their faith
to others to try to change their lives.

So not knowing what the policy is,
these corporations, that might be one
valid reason why many of these cor-
porations choose not to give their phi-
lanthropy to faith-based organizations.

Again, I commend the gentleman
from Kentucky today for pointing out
the good work done by faith-based
groups of many different religious
faiths across the country. But Mr.
Speaker, as we begin this opening
chapter in the debate this summer on
the role of government and faith-based
organizations, I think it is important
that we keep in historical perspective
the reason why our Founding Fathers
felt so strongly about the separation of
government and its ability to regulate
religion.

Mr. Speaker, many Americans would
be surprised that God is not mentioned
in America’s governing document, our
Constitution. Was this an unintended
omission? Did our Founding Fathers
intend to show disrespect toward God
and faith? Did they not understand the
importance of religion in our country?

One could imagine modern-day poli-
ticians railing against this ‘‘discrimi-
nation” against religion shown by our
Founding Fathers. Worse yet, they
could be attacked for beginning the
Bill of Rights with these words: ‘‘Con-
gress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion.”

Were Madison, Jefferson, and others
guilty of anti-religious, anti-faith dis-
crimination? The truth is, our Found-
ing Fathers did not mention God in our
Constitution not out of disrespect to
God or religion, but out of total rev-
erence for religious liberty. They be-
lieved human history proved that gov-
ernment involvement harmed rather
than helped religion.

Jefferson wrote reverently of the
wall of separation between church and
State. Mr. Speaker, that wall of sepa-
ration is not designed to keep people of
faith out of government, but rather, to
keep government and its regulations
out of religion and our faith.

Were our Founding Fathers right or
wrong in separating politics from reli-
gion? Let us fast-forward to today’s
world. In Denmark, churches are sub-
sidized by taxes, and church attend-
ance is extremely low. In China, citi-
zens are put in prison for their reli-
gious beliefs. In Afghanistan, the gov-
ernment is taking religious minorities
and forcing them to wear identification
symbols that evoke Nazi tactics. In the
Middle East and Sudan, religious dif-
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ferences have been the basis for con-
flict and hatred and terrorism.

In contrast to those countries where
government and religion are so en-
twined, in the United States religious
faith and freedom, tolerance, and gen-
erosity are flourishing. The difference
is that in the other countries, govern-
ment and religion are intertwined. But
in the United States, our Bill of Rights
prohibits government from direct in-
volvement in our religion and our own
personal faith.

Madison and Jefferson were not so
anti-religion after all when they cre-
ated the wall of separation between
church and State. As I said, that wall
is not intended to keep people of faith
out of being involved in government or
having a voice in government, but
rather, it was clearly intended to keep
government from being able to control
religion.

How wise they were in establishing
that wall. Maybe our Founding Fathers
expressed true reverence in recognizing
that faith should be a matter only be-
tween an individual and God, with no
need for government interference.

Despite the wisdom of our Founding
Fathers and all the lessons of human
history, I believe it should alarm
Americans of all faiths that the admin-
istration and some Members of Con-
gress propose other legislation, in con-
trast to this, that would allow the Fed-
eral government to send billions of dol-
lars directly to churches, synagogues
and houses of worship. This proposal,
soon to be voted on in the House, is
known as charitable choice. Unlike
this resolution, it would have the teeth
of law.

So-called charitable choice legisla-
tion is a bad choice. Direct government
funding of our houses of worship would
inevitably lead to government regula-
tion of religion. Government simply
cannot spend billions of tax dollars
without audits and regulations. Do we
really want Federal auditors and inves-
tigators digging through the financial
records of our churches, synagogues,
and houses of worship? Do we really
want prosecutors going after pastors
and rabbis who have not handled their
faith-based Federal money properly?

It would be also a huge step back-
wards in our march of civil rights for
charitable choice legislation to not
only allow but to actually subsidize re-
ligious discrimination. Under that bill,
a religious group using tax dollars
could refuse to hire someone for a sec-
ular job simply because of that per-
son’s sincere religious faith.

Do we really want government offi-
cials deciding which religions and
which houses of worship should receive
billions of Federal tax dollars? I could
not think of a better cause or a better
basis for religious strife in America
than to encourage the competition be-
tween churches, synagogues, and
mosques, causing them to compete for
billions of Federal dollars.

Even the short recent debate over the
charitable choice issue has already
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caused religious tension in our country
as some religious leaders have recently
said they do not want other religions
different from their own to receive
Federal tax dollars. The President even
several weeks ago accused those op-
posed to his faith-based initiatives as
being skeptics who do not understand
the power of faith.
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Forgetting the fact that numerous
religious leaders oppose the President’s
proposals on church-State grounds, is
it healthy to have a President chal-
lenging citizens’ religious faith because
they differ with him on a public policy
issue? I think not.

In the face, Mr. Speaker, of religious
strife throughout the world, I would
hope that Americans would understand
that religious freedom and tolerance,
protected by the Bill of Rights, is the
crown jewel of America’s experiment in
democracy. We tamper with that free-
dom at our own peril.

As a person of faith, I am willing to
say that this resolution today is well
intended, is intended to voluntarily en-
courage corporations to give their
money to faith-based organizations if
they believe those organizations are
doing good work for our country. But
let us be very clear in drawing the line
between this voluntary-type Sense of
Congress Resolution and actually using
the power of government to regulate
and fund our faith in our houses of wor-
ship.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, first I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) for his
leadership in bringing this resolution
to the floor, his enthusiasm for the
concept, as he has battled through
committee and defended the whole con-
cept, but particularly this in the pri-
vate sector.

I would like to make a couple other
comments here at the beginning as
well. Those in the gallery and those
who have been here to the House floor
can see we are surrounded by law-
givers, all whose heads are turned side-
ways, except for Moses, who looks
straight down on the Speaker of the
House, or the acting Speaker; and it
says “‘In God We Trust.” Clearly, Con-
gress has decided that what is wrong,
and the reason in the Constitution
they decided what was wrong, was to
use government funds to proselytize for
sectarian purposes. They did not mean
a total separation of church and State.

When the wall of separation line was
developed, it was developed in Virginia
because they were paying even for the
pastor’s home and the actual church in
Virginia, and the Evangelicals objected
to funding the Anglicans. That is not
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what the founding fathers intended.
They did not want proselytization, but
they did not have a complete separa-
tion as long as there was no proselyt-
izing.

I also want to thank my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).
I appreciate his support of this resolu-
tion today and working with me and
others on tax alternatives. He has been
consistent. We have a disagreement on
charitable choice and government
funding, but we do not oppose private
funding. It is wrong for us to cast as-
persions on others who disagree with
certain parts because we have an hon-
est disagreement about what this coun-
try should do and how we should pro-
ceed. And we have had several good de-
bates on that. This resolution is not
part of that debate.

This resolution should be unanimous
because those who oppose public funds
also speak in favor of private funds,
and this encourages more private-sec-
tor funding. But if corporate private-
sector funding does not go to faith-
based and is biased against faith-based
organizations as well, where do these
resource-poor organizations go?

Many of our most effective poverty-
fighting organizations are in the coun-
try’s poorest areas, in the poorest
areas of my hometown of Fort Wayne,
of Milwaukee, of Chicago, of New York,
of Boston, wherever you go, they are
people rich but resource poor. They are
often struggling to get through that
day or that week. They often have vol-
unteers who work many, many hours
and into the night. When government
employees often leave at 5 o’clock, we
see these people volunteering, because
many of the problems in our toughest
neighborhoods occur between 10 at
night and 4 in the morning; not often
when government employees are there.
Often they work without health bene-
fits or any other kind of benefits. Also,
the churches from which they rise
often have no financial resources.

We are not here talking about the
church itself or the ministry. Because 1
agree, if the money goes straight to the
churches and gets incorporated and
they become dependent on that, we will
wreck the churches of America, like
has happened to some degree, as the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS)
pointed out, around the world. But this
is in their outreach ministries. Can
they, if they do not proselytize with
government funds, can they be in-
cluded in faith-based organizations?

Now, the problem, as President Bush
has pointed out and the Capital Re-
search Center and as previous speakers
have previously pointed out, many of
our top organizations ban funding for
faith-based organizations. Number one,
General Motors, says that contribu-
tions generally are not provided to reli-
gious organizations. Number three, the
Ford Motor Company, says as a general
policy they do not support religious or
sectarian programs. Number four,
ExxonMobile, says we do not provide
funds for political or religious causes.
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Number six, IBM, does not make cor-
porate donations or grants from cor-
porate philanthropic funds to religious
groups.

Where are they to turn? If the big-
gest funders deny them, if the govern-
ment denies them, if their churches are
poor, and yet they are the most effec-
tive, where do they turn?

In President Bush’s Notre Dame com-
mencement speech, and I am proud I
graduated from Notre Dame and I am
thrilled he gave this speech at Notre
Dame, he quoted Knute Rockne, cer-
tainly the most famous football coach
in American history, next to our fellow
congressman, the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE), Knute Rockne
said, ‘I have found prayers work best
when you have big players.” Big play-
ers in this case are the volunteers and
also the dollars.

There has been a lot of misunder-
standing about President Bush’s faith-
based initiative. He has always said
from the beginning that private giving
is first and foremost. The amount of
private giving in America far exceeds
anything that the government will do
in these areas.

Number one are individual contribu-
tions, which are in this bill, which
would allow nonitemizers to tax de-
duct, as well as some other incentives
for individual giving and corporate giv-
ing; and, number two, is to urge cor-
porate foundations and corporate enti-
ties themselves to give private dona-
tions. That is where the real dollars
will come, and that is where there is
the least strings. At a minimum, this
Congress should not only pass this res-
olution today but the tax part of the
President’s initiative.

His second most important part was
the so-called compassion fund, because
even now faith-based organizations are
eligible but they have no idea where
the grants are. They have no idea, a lot
of times, what the laws are on pros-
elytizing, how to set up 501(c)(3)’s, how
to have an isolated fund so they do not
get sued and so they do not get inter-
mingled. That compassion fund is a
critical part of the President’s agenda.
All the focus has been on number
three, which we have already passed
through the House, which is already
law in welfare reform, and which is law
in other areas, and that is the so-called
charitable choice provision. It is im-
portant. I strongly support it.

The bill that passed out of the com-
mittees just before we left for the July
4th break made the differentiations
that I believe are needed to follow con-
stitutional law, and I strongly support
that. But it is most important for us to
remember that the key thing is to get
the dollars to where the resources, the
people resources are. And that starts
first and foremost with individual giv-
ing and corporate giving.

Once again, I commend the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) for
his resolution today, for our House
leadership, for the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD), and the
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gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS),
and others, for doing this. We are a di-
verse country. We need to protect our
diversity. But our multiple faiths in
this country will always be the anchor
of our diversity.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the commencement speech the
President gave at Notre Dame, which I
referred to earlier.

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT IN
COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, Father
Malloy. Thank you all for that warm wel-
come. Chairman McCartan, Father Scully,
Dr. Hatch, Notre Dame trustees, members of
the class of 2001. (Applause.) It is a high
privilege to receive this degree. I'm particu-
larly pleased that it bears the great name of
Notre Dame. My brother, Jeb, may be the
Catholic in the family—(laughter)—but be-
tween us, I'm the only Domer. (Laughter and
applause.)

I have spoken in this campus once before.
It was in 1980, the year my Dad ran for Vice
President with Ronald Reagan. I think I
really won over the crowd that day. (Laugh-
ter). In fact, I'm sure of it, because all six of
them walked me to my car. (Laughter.)

That was back when Father Hesburgh was
president of this university, during a tenure
that in many ways defined the reputation
and values of Notre Dame. It’s a real honor
to be with Father Hesburgh, and with Father
Joyce. Between them, these two good priests
have given nearly a century of service to
Notre Dame. I'm told that Father Hesburgh
now holds 146 honorary degrees. (Applause.)
That’s pretty darn impressive. Father, but
I'm gaining on you. (Laughter.) As of today,
I’'m only 140 behind. (Laughter.)

Let me congratulate all the members of
the class of 2001. (Applause.) You made it,
and we’re all proud of you on this big day. I
also congratulate the parents, who, after
these years, are happy, proud—and broke.
(Laughter and applause.)

I commend this fine faculty, for the years
of work and instruction that produced this
outstanding class.

And I'm pleased to join my fellow hon-
orees, as well. I’'m in incredibly distinguished
company with authors, executives, edu-
cators, church officials and an eminent sci-
entist. We’re sharing a memorable day and a
great honor, and I congratulate you all. (Ap-
plause.)

Notre Dame, as a Catholic university, car-
ries forward a great tradition of social teach-
ing. It calls on all of us, Catholic and non-
Catholic, to honor family, to protect life in
all its stages, to serve and uplift the poor.
This university is more than a community of
scholars, it is a community of conscience—
and an ideal place to report on our nation’s
commitment to the poor, and how we’re
keeping it.

In 1964, the year I started college, another
President from Texas delivered a commence-
ment address talking about this national
commitment. In that speech, President Lyn-
don Johnson issued a challenge. He said,
“This is the time for decision. You are the
generation which must decide. Will you de-
cide to leave the future a society where a
man is condemned to hopelessness because
he was born poor? Or will you join to wipe
out poverty in this land?

In that speech, Lyndon Johnson advocated
a War on Poverty which has noble intentions
and enduring success. Poor families got basic
health care; disadvantaged children were
given a head start in life. Yet, there were
also some consequences that no one wanted
or intended. The welfare entitlement became
an enemy of personal effort and responsi-
bility, turning many recipients into depend-
ents. The War on Poverty also turned too
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many citizens into bystanders, convinced
that compassion had become the work of
government alone.

In 1996, welfare reform confronted the first
of these problems, with a five-year time
limit on benefits, and a work requirement to
receive them. Instead of a way of life, wel-
fare became an officer of temporary help—
not an entitlement, but a transition. Thanks
in large part of this change, welfare rolls
have been cut in half. Work and self-respect
have been returned to many lives. This is a
tribute to the Republicans and democrats we
agreed on reform, and to the President who
signed it: President Bill Clinton. (Applause.)

Our nation has confronted welfare depend-
ency. But our work is only half done. Now we
must confront the second problem: to revive
the spirit of citizenship—to marshal the
compassion of our people to meet the con-
tinuing needs of our nation. This is a chal-
lenge to my administration, and to each one
of you. We must meet that challenge—Dbe-
cause it is right, and because it is urgent.

Welfare as we knew it has ended, but pov-
erty has not. When over 12 million children
live below the poverty line, we are not a
post-poverty America. Most states are seeing
the first wave of welfare recipients who have
reached the law’s five-year time limit. The
easy cases have already left the welfare rolls.
The hardest problems remain—people with
far fewer skills and greater barriers to work.
People with complex human problems, like
illiteracy and addiction, abuse and mental
illness. We do not yet know what will happen
to these men and women, or to their chil-
dren. But we cannot sit and watch, leaving
them to their own struggles and their own
fate.

There is a great deal at stake. In our atti-
tudes and actions, we are determining the
character of our country. When poverty is
considered hopeless, America is condemned
to permanent social division, becoming a na-
tion of caste and class, divided by fences and
gates and guards.

Our task is clear, and it’s difficult: we
must build our country’s unity by extending
our country’s blessings. We make that com-
mitment because we are Americans. Aspira-
tion is the essence of our country. We believe
in social mobility, not social Darwinism. We
are the country of the second chance, where
failure is never final. And that dream has
sometimes been deferred. It must never be
abandoned.

We are committed to compassion for prac-
tical reasons. When men and women are lost
to themselves, they are also lost to our na-
tion. When millions are hopeless, all of us
are diminished by the loss of their gifts.

And we're committed to compassion for
moral reasons. Jewish prophets and Catholic
teaching both speak of God’s special concern
for the poor. This is perhaps the most radical
teaching of faith—that the value of life is
not contingent on wealth or strength or
skill. That value is a reflection of God’s
image.

Much of today’s poverty has more to do
with troubled lives than a troubled economy.
And often when a life is broken, it can only
be restored by another caring, concerned
human being. The answer for an abandoned
child is not a job requirement—it is the lov-
ing presence of a mentor. The answer to ad-
diction is not a demand for self-sufficiency—
it is personal support on the hard road to re-
covery.

The hope we seek is found in safe havens
for battered women and children, in home-
less shelters, in crisis pregnancy centers, in
programs that tutor and conduct job train-
ing and help young people when they happen
to be on parole. All these efforts provide not
just a benefit, but attention and kindness, a
touch of courtesy, a dose of grace.
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Mother Teresa said that what the poor
often need, even more than shelter and
food—though these are desperately needed,
as well—is to be wanted. And that sense of
belonging is within the power of each of us
to provide. Many in this community have
shown what compassion can accomplish.

Notre Dame’s own Lou Nanni is the former
director of South Bend’s Center for the
Homeless—an institution founded by two
Notre Dame professors. It provides guests
with everything from drug treatment to
mental health service, to classes in the
Great Books, to preschool for young chil-
dren. Discipline is tough. Faith is encour-
aged, not required. Student volunteers are
committed and consistent and central to its
mission. Lou Nanni describes this mission as
‘“‘repairing the fabric’” of society by letting
people see the inherent ‘“‘worth and dignity
and God-given potential” of every human
being.

Compassion often works best on a small
and human scale. It is generally better when
a call for help is local, not long distance.
Here at this university, you’ve heard that
call and responded. It is part of what makes
Notre Dame a great university.

This is my message today: there is no
great society which is not a caring society.
And any effective war on poverty must de-
ploy what Dorothy Day called ‘‘the weapons
of spirit.”

There is only one problem with groups like
South Bend’s Center for the Homeless—there
are not enough of them. It’s not sufficient to
praise charities and community groups, we
must support them. And this is both a public
obligation and a personal responsibility.

The War on Poverty established a federal
commitment to the poor. The welfare reform
legislation of 1996 made that commitment
more effective. For the task ahead, we must
move to the third stage of combating pov-
erty in America. Our society must enlist,
equip and empower idealistic Americans in
the works of compassion that only they can
provide.

Government has an important role. It will
never be replaced by charities. My adminis-
tration increases funding for major social
welfare and poverty programs by 8 percent.
Yet, government must also do more to take
the side of charities and community healers,
and support their work. We’ve had enough of
the stale debate between big government and
indifferent government. Government must be
active enough to fund services for the poor—
and humble enough to let good people in
local communities provide those services.

So I have created a White House Office of
Faith-based and Community Initiatives. (Ap-
plause.) Through that office we are working
to ensure that local community helpers and
healers receive more federal dollars, greater
private support and face fewer bureaucratic
barriers. We have proposed a ‘‘compassion
capital fund,” that will match private giving
with federal dollars. (Applause.)

We have proposed allowing all taxpayers to
deduct their charitable contributions—in-
cluding non-itemizers. (Applause.) This could
encourage almost $15 billion a year in new
charitable giving. My attitude is, everyone
in America—whether they are well-off or
not—should have the same incentive and re-
ward for giving.

And we’re in the process of implementing
and expanding ‘‘charitable choice’’—the
principle, already established in federal law,
that faith-based organizations should not
suffer discrimination when they compete for
contracts to provide social services. (Ap-
plause.) Government should never fund the
teaching of faith, but it should support the
good works of the faithful. (Applause.)

Some critics of this approach object to the
idea of government funding going to any
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group motivated by faith. But they should
take a look around them. Public money al-
ready goes to groups like the Center for the
Homeless and, on a larger scale, to Catholic
Charities. Do the critics really want to cut
them off? Medicaid and Medicare money cur-
rently goes to religious hospitals. Should
this practice be ended? Child care vouchers
for low income families are redeemed every
day at houses of worship across America.
Should this be prevented? Government loans
send countless students to religious colleges.
Should that be banned? Of course not. (Ap-
plause.)

America has a long tradition of accommo-
dating and encouraging religious institu-
tions when they pursue public goals. My ad-
ministration did not create that tradition—
but we will expand it to confront some ur-
gent problems.

Today, I am adding two initiatives to our
agenda, in the areas of housing and drug
treatment. Owning a home is a source of dig-
nity for families and stability for commu-
nities—and organizations like Habitat for
Humanity make that dream possible for
many low income Americans. Groups of this
type currently receive some funding from
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment. The budget I submit to Congress
next year will propose a three-fold increase
in this funding—which will expand home-
ownership, and the hope and pride that come
with it. (Applause.)

And nothing is more likely to perpetuate
poverty than a life enslaved to drugs. So
we’ve proposed $1.6 billion in new funds to
close what I call the treatment gap—the gap
between 5 million Americans who need drug
treatment, and the 2 million who currently
receive it. We will also propose that all these
funds—all of them—be opened to equal com-
petition from faith-based and community
groups.

The federal government should do all these
things; but others have responsibilities, as
well—including corporate America.

Many corporations in America do good
work, in good causes. But if we hope to sub-
stantially reduce poverty and suffering in
our country, corporate America needs to
give more—and to give better. (Applause.)
Faith-based organizations receive only a
tiny percentage of overall corporate giving.
Currently, six of the 10 largest corporate
givers in America explicitly rule out or re-
strict donations to faith-based groups, re-
gardless of their effectiveness. The federal
government will not discriminate against
faith-based organizations, and neither should
corporate America. (Applause.)

In the same spirit, I hope America’s foun-
dations consider ways they may devote more
of their money to our nation’s neighborhood
and their helpers and their healers. I will
convene a summit this fall, asking corporate
and philanthropic leaders throughout Amer-
ica to join me at the White House to discuss
ways they can provide more support to com-
munity organizations—both secular and reli-
gious.

Ultimately, your country is counting on
each of you. Knute Rockne once said, ‘I have
found that prayers work best when you have
big players.” (Laugher and applause.) We can
pray for the justice of our country, but
you’re the big players we need to achieve it.
Government can promote compassion, cor-
porations and foundations can fund it, but
the citizens—it’s the citizens who provide it.
A determined assault on poverty will require
both an active government, and active citi-
zens.

There is more to citizenship than voting—
though I urge you to do it. (Laughter.) There
is more to citizenship than paying your
taxes—though I'd strongly advise you to pay
them. (Laughter.) Citizenship is empty with-
out concern for our fellow citizens, without
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the ties that bind us to one another and
build a common good.

If you already realize this and you're act-
ing on it, I thank you. If you haven’t
thought about it, I leave you with this chal-
lenge: serve a neighbor in need. Because a
life of service is a life of significance. Be-
cause materialism, ultimately, is boring, and
consumerism can build a prison of wants. Be-
cause a person who is not responsible for
others is a person who is truly alone. Be-
cause there are few better ways to express
our love for America than to care for other
Americans. And because the same God who
endows us with individual rights also calls us
to social obligations.

So let me return to Lyndon Johnson’s
charge. You’re the generation that must de-
cide. Will you ratify poverty and division
with your apathy—or will you build a com-
mon good with your idealism? Will you be
the spectator in the renewal of your coun-
try—or a citizen?

The methods of the past may have been
flawed, but the idealism of the past was not
an illusion. Your calling is not easy, because
you must do the acting and the caring. But
there is fulfillment in that sacrifice, which
creates hope for the rest of us. Every life you
help proves that every life might be helped.
The actual proves the possible. And hope is
always the beginning of change.

Thank you for having me, and God bless.
(Applause.)

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, how
much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Xen-
tucky has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) for bringing
this important issue to the forefront.
We have a lot of people in America
reaching out asking for a helping hand.
We have a lot of organizations who
have programs in place that can assist
those people. This resolution today
simply calls on corporate America to
not discriminate against a group sim-
ply because they are faith based.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for his remarks
today.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, | too rise in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 170, which calls for in-
creased support of faith-based charities by
U.S. corporations.

The United States is blessed with an indus-
trious people and great wealth; we are the
envy of the world. But a great and prosperous
nation can and must do better—each of us
has a duty to alleviate the suffering of the poor
and oppressed in our own communities. Some
of the most effective organizations for meeting
the needs of impoverished Americans are
faith-based, yet these are the very groups that
face discrimination by corporate America.

According to Leslie Lenkowsky in last
month’s edition of Commentary, in 1998 only
some 2 percent of the money donated by the
nation’s largest foundations went to religiously
affiliated institutions, and much of that was
earmarked for institutions like hospitals and
universities. The Capital Research Center
found that six of the ten largest companies in
America explicitly “ban or restrict” donations
to faith-based charities.

Why would some of the greatest corpora-
tions in the country institute policies that pre-
vent funding of some of America’s most effec-
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tive charities at a time when Congress has
taken a leading role in knocking down dis-
criminatory barriers that prevent faith-based
charities from competing for government
grants and contracts?

On a bipartisan basis, Congress first started
the work of expanding charitable choice in
1996 with welfare reform, and followed up with
the welfare-to-work grant program in 1997. In
1998, Congress added charitable choice to the
Community Services Block Grant Program and
in 2000 we added charitable choice to sub-
stance abuse treatment and prevention serv-
ices under the Public Health Services Act.

We know that these programs work, and the
States are also finding great success. A study
of Indiana’s “Faith Works” program, which al-
lows welfare recipients to get assistance from
faith-based charities instead of secular pro-
viders, found that those opting for such char-
ites came from more distressed family situa-
tions and had deeper personal crises than
those opting for the secular alternative. The
study concluded that what these people found
at faith-based charities was more emotional
and spiritual support than what could ever be
offered by a secular institution. In some per-
sonal situations, that additional support might
be the difference between life and death.

| predict that Congress will knock down
more barriers against faith-based charities in
programs like the Community Health Centers
program this year, and many more next year.
As Congress has already moved to provide
more access to faith-based charities by Ameri-
cans in the greatest need, | believe that Con-
gress should call on American corporations to
give more even-handedly and generously to
faith-based charities.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in op-
position of H. Con. Res. 170, a Resolution En-
couraging Corporations to Contribute to Faith-
Based Organizations.

| am a strong supporter of corporations in-
creasing donations to philanthropic organiza-
tions to help the most needy in our society.
Even with the strong economy over the past
few years, many Americans have not shared
in this nation’s prosperity. Thus, more cor-
porate donations are needed to help the many
Americans living in poverty.

However, | do not support the government
advocating corporate support of one charitable
organization over another. Our Founding Fa-
thers included the establishment clause in the
United States Constitution to ensure that the
government did not play the role of endorsing
religion. This policy has given Americans the
freedom to carry out their religious worship in
whichever manner they choose without fear of
government oppression. Today, this resolution
takes the first step toward the government
playing the role of supporting religious chari-
table organization over others and challenging
the Founding Fathers’ wisdom to include the
establishment clause in our constitution.

Even more disturbing, it appears that this
resolution is the first step in the Bush Adminis-
tration attempt to promote their faith-based ini-
tiative that supports the ungodly action of pro-
moting government sponsored discrimination.
it has been reported that the Bush administra-
tion has agreed to create a regulation that
would allow religious charitable organizations
to legally avoid hiring gay employees because
of their sexual orientation in exchange for
these groups’ support for their faith-based ini-
tiative.

H3817

In the mid-20th century, many racial minori-
ties, women and gays began the long fight for
equal rights in this nation. It is a fight that still
has a long way to go. The struggle of these
groups to obtain equality continues to inspire
a nation to make America a better place
where all men and women are truly created
equal.

If the reported allegation about the adminis-
tration creating a regulation to promote dis-
crimination is true, then the Bush Administra-
tion has signaled to the nation that it wants to
return to the dark days in this nation’s history
when our government sponsored discrimina-
tion against certain groups. If today, the Bush
Administration is willing to support government
sponsored  discrimination against homo-
sexuals, then which group is next? Will it be
women? Will it be African Americans or His-
panics? Will it be religious worshipers of Ca-
tholicism, Judaism or the Nation of Islam?

It is time that the leaders in this country
stood up together and stopped usurping the
principles of separation of church and state
and the principle that all are created equal.
These principles help to create a nation that
cherishes tolerance for all groups and should
be preserved.

| urge my colleagues to oppose H. Con.
Res. 170 and say no to discrimination.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 170, which encourages
corporations in the United States to increase
their support of faith-based organizations.

America is privileged materially, but there
still remains poverty and a lack of hope for
some. Government has a duty to meet the
needs of poor Americans, but it does not have
to do it alone. The indispensable and gracious
work of faith-based and other charitable serv-
ice groups must be encouraged as a means of
people helping people—as a significant addi-
tion to government service.

Faith has played an important role in Amer-
ica’'s handling of serious social problems.
Faith-based organizations in the United States
help people recover from drug and alcohol ad-
diction, provide food and shelter for the home-
less, and teach people job skills that will allow
them to move from poverty to productivity.
These organizations have proven to be effec-
tive in solving some of society’s troubles.

Corporations donate billions of dollars to
philanthropic causes every year. However, of
these billions of dollars, faith-based organiza-
tions receive only a small portion. In fact,
many corporations specifically ban or restrict
contributions to faith-based organizations.

This legislation encourages them to make
greater contributions to faith-based organiza-
tions and recommends that they refrain from
policies that prohibit corporations from donat-
ing to faith-based organizations. | urge my col-
leagues to support H. Con. Res. 170.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
WHITFIELD) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 170.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

on
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
IN SUPPORT OF VICTIMS OF
TORTURE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
168) expressing the sense of Congress in
support of victims of torture.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 168

Whereas the people of the United States
abhor the use of torture by any government
or person;

Whereas the existence of torture creates a
climate of fear and international insecurity
that affects all people;

Whereas torture results in mental and
physical damage to an individual that de-
stroys the individual’s personality and ter-
rorizes society and the effects of torture can
last a lifetime for the individual and can also
affect future generations;

Whereas repressive governments often use
torture as a weapon against democracy by
eliminating the leadership of their opposi-
tion and frightening the general public;

Whereas more than 500,000 survivors of tor-
ture live in the United States;

Whereas torture has devastating effects on
the victim which often require extensive
medical and psychological treatment;

Whereas both the Torture Victims Relief
Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-320) and the Tor-
ture Victims Relief Reauthorization Act of
1999 (Public Law 106-87) authorize funding for
rehabilitation services for victims of torture
so that these individuals may become pro-
ductive and contributing members of their
communities;

Whereas the United States played a lead-
ing role in the adoption of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights and has ratified
the United Nations Convention Against Tor-
ture and Other Forms of Inhuman and De-
grading Treatment or Punishment; and

Whereas June 26th of each year is the
United Nations International Day in Support
of Victims of Torture: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That, on the occasion of
the United Nations International Day in
Support of Victims of Torture, Congress pays
tribute to all victims of torture in the
United States and around the world who are
struggling to overcome the physical scars
and psychological effects of torture.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the concurrent resolution under
consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?
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There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The Convention against Torture and
other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment underscores
that freedom, justice, and peace rests
on the recognition of the inalienable
rights of all members of the human
family.

It further states that these basic
rights derive from the inherent dignity
of the human person. Thus, when one
individual suffers, all of humanity suf-
fers. When one individual is tortured,
the scars inflicted by such horrific
treatment are not only found in the
victim but in the global system, as the
use of torture undermines, debilitates,
and erodes the very essence of that sys-
tem.

Torture not only terrorizes individ-
uals but entire societies, the impact of
which is felt in future generations as
well. It is used as a weapon against de-
mocracy by eliminating the leadership
of the opposition and by frightening
the general population into submis-
sion.

As a Member of Congress who rep-
resents men, women, and children who
have fled repressive regimes, I have
witnessed firsthand the mental and
physical damage that torture inflicts
on the individual and on society as a
whole. I have constituents who are
Cuban refugees, for example, who have
been subjected to electroshock treat-
ment by Castro’s authorities because of
their pro-democracy activities.

I represent one of the largest Holo-
caust survivor communities in North
America. My district includes victims
of right-wing authoritative regimes as
well as oppressive leftist totalitarian
dictators. I have seen the anguish in
their eyes as well as the strength of
their spirit, their courage, and their
determination.

There are more than 500,000 survivors
of torture in the United States; and
this resolution, Mr. Speaker, seeks to
honor them.

House Concurrent Resolution 168 uses
the occasion of the United Nations Day
in Support of Victims of Torture as an
opportunity to remember and pay hom-
age to the victims of torture and to un-
derscore the commitment that the
United States Congress has outlined in
the last few years through passage of
the Torture Victims Relief Act of 1998
and the Torture Victims Relief Reau-
thorization Act of 1999.

It is a message to the survivors in
the U.S., and indeed throughout the
world, that the U.S. has not forgotten
their suffering nor its obligation as a
global leader to help prevent such vio-
lations of the inherent dignity of
human beings. I ask my colleagues to
support this bipartisan resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume;
and I rise in strong support of H. Res.
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168. I want to commend my dear friend
and colleague, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), for intro-
ducing this important resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I have the dubious dis-
tinction of being the only Member of
Congress ever to have lived under and
fought against both a Nazi and a com-
munist dictatorship. So torture is
something with which I am personally
and intimately familiar with.

The resolution before this House
today pays tribute to the millions of
courageous men and women who have
suffered truly terrible mental and
physical damage perpetrated by other
human beings. It is an unfortunate re-
ality, Mr. Speaker, that around the
globe on every continent men, women,
and even children are abused by those
who are in positions of authority and
who abuse their power by inflicting
harm on others.

O 1500

Mr. Speaker, every year our Depart-
ment of State in its country reports on
human rights practices, catalogs for us
the numerous countries involved in
this heinous practice. Torture and
other cruel, inhuman and degrading
treatment or punishment is a violation
of international law, Mr. Speaker, as
reflected in the Convention Against
Torture to which I am proud to say the
United States is a party. But more
than that, it is an attack on the de-
cency of every human being who lives
in a world where such heinous prac-
tices exist.

Mr. Speaker, this House has been at
the forefront of trying to ease the suf-
fering of the many who have survived
these awful practices. We have initi-
ated and passed legislation creating
U.S. programs that address the psycho-
logical and physical needs of those who
have survived brutal torture. These
programs have helped thousands of
such victims. It is only fitting that the
House pay tribute to all of the victims
of torture around the globe who are
struggling to overcome the effects of
torture.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support H. Res. 168.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, although the gentle-
woman from Minnesota (Ms. McCOL-
LUM) has been with us only a short
time, she has made an excellent name
for herself in her commitment to the
finest causes that we deal with.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
Minnesota (Ms. MCCOLLUM).

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
for his kind words.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be part of
a special organization located in Min-
nesota. It is The Center for Victims of
Torture. The Center was established in
1985 to healed the emotional and phys-
ical scars of government-inflicted tor-
ture on individuals, their families, and
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our communities. Torture victims face
debilitating and unimaginable social,
physical, emotional and spiritual scar-
ring.

Many survivors are challenged with
daily constant anxiety, depression, and
suffer from fear. Torture is a crime
against humanity. It is a crime against
all of us.

Today I stand here with my col-
leagues to ensure that the United
States works in collaboration with all
nations to end government-sponsored
torture, to end policies and practices
that violate human rights. Although
the memories cannot be erased, the
wounds can be healed.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the

gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATSON).
(Ms. WATSON of California asked

and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H. Con.
Res. 168, the resolution that expresses
the sense of Congress in support of vic-
tims of torture. But first I wish to
commend the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for introducing
this important legislation. I also wish
to express my gratitude to the honor-
able gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS), the ranking member of the
Committee on International Relations,
for allowing me the opportunity to
speak on this very important inter-
national issue. As both a former Am-
bassador and member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, I
stand before this esteemed body to
speak on the necessity of highlighting
the plight of the many victims of tor-
ture around the world.

Today, there are over 500,000 sur-
vivors of torture who live in the United
States as a result of fleeing from those
repressive governments that use var-
ious tactics to torture to combat de-
mocracy.

This bill is very significant, for it
pays tribute to all the victims in the
United States and the world who are
struggling to overcome the physical
and mental scars of torture on the oc-
casion of the United Nations Inter-
national Day in Support of Victims of
Torture.

Torture is a violation of inter-
national law as reflected in the conven-
tion against torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment to which the United States
is a party. Furthermore, such actions
are an attack on the decency of every
human being who lives in a world
where such horrible practices exist.

In light of these atrocities, I urge all
of my colleagues to support this legis-
lation.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 168, to express support
for victims of torture, and | thank Congress-
woman ROS-LEHTINEN for bringing this issue to
the floor.

Although torture and other cruel, inhumane
or degrading treatment is prohibited under
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international human rights law, state-officials in
countries all over the world are responsible for
the ill-treatment of individuals. Today, hun-
dreds of thousands of victims of torture live in
the United States. They are typically well-edu-
cated, well-trained people who were subjected
to politically motivated torture by repressive re-
gimes. They were tortured because of what
they believe, what they said or did, or for what
they represented.

Many torture survivors suffer in silence, en-
during incessant physical and emotional an-
guish. These courageous individuals, who
often suffered for speaking out for freedom
and justice, deserve, our full and uncompro-
mising support.

When Congress passed the Torture Victims
Relief Act of 1998, we agreed that victims
should have access to rehabilitation services,
enabling them to become productive members
of our communities. | also encourage my col-
leagues to support the Torture Victim's Relief
Re-authorization Act—H.R. 1405, to fund do-
mestic torture treatment centers and the
Human Rights Information Act—H.R. 1152, to
facilitate the prosecution of torturers.

As a member of the Congressional Caucus
on Human Rights, | join Congresswoman ROS-
LEHTINEN and Congressman SMITH in this rec-
ognition of all victims of torture in the United
States and around the world who are strug-
gling to overcome their physical and psycho-
logical scars. | urge support of H. Con. Res.
168.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this time |
want to thank the Chairwoman of the Sub-
committee on International Operation and
Human Rights, the gentlelady from Florida
(Ms. ROs-LEHTINEN), for reminding us of the
role that the United States must take in com-
bating the use of torture and other forms of
degrading treatment or punishment throughout
the world.

However, it is not enough to merely de-
nounce torture without assisting the victims in
their recovery from the physical and psycho-
logical effects that they suffer. People suf-
fering from the effects of torture suffer from
severe impediments, often requiring lengthy
medical and psychological treatments. Torture
victims are often ashamed or too traumatized
to speak out against the practice, both in their
countries of origin and abroad.

Because torture victims sometimes cannot
speak for or help themselves, Americans want
their government to speak for those victims, to
provide assistance to stop human rights
abuses, to investigate allegations of torture,
and also to provide rehabilitation services for
the victims of torture through the Torture Vic-
tims Protection Act. They also want us to
press for universal protection against torture
through the enforcement of the rights set out
in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
the Convention Against Torture, and the UN
Charter. These are the themes of the worthy
resolution now before us, and we should start
with expressing our solidarity with the victims
of torture in the United States and throughout
the world.

Accordingly, | am pleased to join my col-
leagues in supporting H. Con. Res. 168.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
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tion offered by the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.
168.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

TROPICAL FOREST CONSERVATION
ACT REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2131) to reauthorize the Tropical
Forest Conservation Act of 1998
through fiscal year 2004, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2131

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.

Section 805(a)(2) of the Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 2431c(a)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘major’’.

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS TO
SUPPORT REDUCTION OF DEBT
UNDER THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1961 AND TITLE I OF THE AG-
RICULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT
AND ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1954.

(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—Section 806 of the
Tropical Forest Conservation Act of 1998 (22
U.S.C. 2431d) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

“(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEARS AFTER FISCAL YEAR 2001.—For
the cost (as defined in section 502(5) of the Fed-
eral Credit Reform Act of 1990) for the reduction
of any debt pursuant to this section or section
807, there are authorized to be appropriated to
the President the following:

‘(1) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2002.

““(2) 375,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.

““(3) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2004.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
808(a)(1)(D) of the Tropical Forest Conservation
Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 2431f(a)(1)(D)) is amended
by striking ‘‘to appropriated under sections
806(a)(2) and 807(a)(2)”’ and inserting ‘‘to be ap-
propriated under sections 806(a)(2), 807(a)(2),
and 806(a)’’.

SEC. 3. CHAIRPERSON OF THE ENTERPRISE FOR
THE AMERICAS BOARD.

Section 811(b)(2) of the Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 2431i(b)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘from among the represent-
atives appointed under section 610(b)(1)(A) of
such Act or paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection’
and inserting ‘“‘and shall be the representative
from the Department of State appointed under
section 610(b)(1)(A) of such Act’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2131, the bill under consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 2131, the Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act reauthorization, and I
want to commend the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) for his leadership
and hard work on this important legis-
lation. I am proud to be one of the 28
original cosponsors of this piece of leg-
islation.

Tropical forests provide a wide vari-
ety of benefits to the entire world.
They act as carbon sinks, helping to re-
duce greenhouse gases as they absorb
large amounts of carbon dioxide from
the atmosphere, and provide habitat
for many plant species that are used to
develop lifesaving medicines and phar-
maceutical products.

It has been estimated that up to 30
million acres of tropical forests are
lost each year, an area roughly the size
of Pennsylvania. This alarming rate of
destruction emphasizes the need to act,
and act quickly, to preserve these valu-
able assets for future generations.

The Tropical Forest Conservation
Act reauthorization is a sound, free-
market approach to a very serious
global environmental problem. It will
encourage the preservation of tropical
forests without creating a burden on
the American taxpayer. It is a good,
sensible piece of legislation. It is wor-
thy of our support, and I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) for proposing this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 2131 which reauthorizes the
Tropical Forest Conservation Act of
1998, and commend the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) for introducing
this reauthorization bill, and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for moving it so ex-
peditiously through the legislative
process.

Mr. Speaker, 3 years ago Congress
overwhelmingly approved the land-
mark Tropical Forest Conservation
Act. This legislation provided funding
for the administration to pursue ac-
tively debt swaps, buybacks and other
devices with developing nations in re-
turn for concrete efforts to protect
tropical forests. Since Congress en-
acted this important legislation, the
Clinton administration successfully
concluded an agreement to reduce debt
owed by the Government of Bangladesh

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

to the United States in exchange for a
new plan to protect 4 million acres of
mangrove forests in that country.
These forests protect the world’s only
genetically secure population of Bengal
tigers.

At the moment, Mr. Speaker, there
are 11 nations on 3 continents inter-
ested in negotiating new tropical forest
conservation debt reduction agree-
ments with the United States. It is
critical that the Bush administration
continue the active implementation of
the Tropical Forest Conservation Act.
Tropical forests around the globe are
rapidly disappearing. The latest figures
indicate that 30 million acres of trop-
ical forests are being lost every single
year. This is an area larger than the
State of Pennsylvania. Tropical forests
harbor much of the world’s biodiver-
sity. They act as carbon sinks, absorb-
ing massive quantities of carbon diox-
ide from the atmosphere, thereby re-
ducing greenhouse gases. The United
States National Cancer Institute has
identified over 3,000 plants that are ac-
tive against cancer, 70 percent of which
can be found in tropical forests.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. must continue
to play a leadership role in protecting
the world’s tropical forests. By reau-
thorizing this act and providing rea-
sonable funding for the next 3 fiscal
years, I am confident that we can help
save tens of thousands of acres of trop-
ical forests around the globe. I urge all
of my colleagues to support H.R. 2131.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN),
the principal sponsor of the legislation.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
for yielding me this time, and I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) for his statement
and for his strong support of this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of this legislation. It is bipar-
tisan, it is bicameral, and it is reau-
thorizing a program which can work
well to address serious problems.

Mr. Speaker, we introduced this bill
with 33 other colleagues in order to
continue what is a very innovative con-
servation program which helps protect
the world’s most valuable tropical for-
ests through these debt-for-nature
mechanisms.

Mr. Speaker, I also thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and
the ranking member (Mr. LANTOS) gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)
and other members of the Committee
on International Relations, including
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT),
for their expedited consideration of the
legislation and unanimous approval of
it on June 20.

I also want to thank them for the im-
provements they made to the legisla-
tion. The three amendments that were
accepted in committee, I think, perfect
the legislation and make it work bet-
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ter, given the evolving nature of some
of the debt-for-nature relationships we
might have.

Four years ago I introduced this
original bill with our former colleagues
Lee Hamilton and John Kasich. It was
approved by the House and passed by
the Senate under unanimous consent,
and was signed into law by President
Clinton. The legislation was developed
with the support and input of a lot of
people, including some of the major re-
spected international environmental
organizations such as the Nature Con-
servancy, the World Wildlife Fund and
Conservation International. Their sup-
port and ongoing commitment to this
program and their involvement in this
program as a potential third party has
been and will continue to be very valu-
able to its success.

Mr. Speaker, I also note that our
freshman colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), was instru-
mental in developing the original Trop-
ical Forest Conservation Act when he
was a senior member of the Committee
on International Relations staff. I am
delighted that he is an original cospon-
sor of this legislation before us today.

The United States has a significant
national interest in protecting these
forests around the world. As has been
said by the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS), these forests provide a
wide range of benefits. We know they
harbor between 50 and 90 percent of the
terrestrial biodiversity on Earth. We
know that they act as carbon sinks, ab-
sorbing massive quantities of carbon
dioxide from the environment, and we
know that carbon dioxide taken out of
the atmosphere helps reduce the effect
of greenhouse gases. They also help
regulate rainfall on which agriculture
and coastal resources depend, and they
are important to regional and global
climate.

Furthermore, these tropical forests
are the breeding ground for new medi-
cines. We are told that fully a quarter
of the prescription drugs currently
used in the United States come from
tropical forests. We are also told that
of the more than 3,000 plants the Na-
tional Cancer Institute has identified
as being active against cancer, 70 per-
cent are found in these tropical forests.

Regrettably, these forests are rapidly
disappearing. The gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS) talked about
that, and stated an area the size of
Pennsylvania is being destroyed every
year. We believe that half the tropical
forests are already gone.

The heavy debt burden of these coun-
tries that have these forests is a con-
tributing factor to the disappearance of
these forests. Why? Because these
countries must resort to exploitation
of their natural resources, timber, min-
erals, and precious metals, to generate
revenue to service burdensome exter-
nal debt.

At the same time, poor governments
tend to have very few resources to set
aside and protect their tropical forests.
This act addresses these economic pres-
sures by authorizing the President to
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allow eligible countries to engage in
debt swaps, buybacks or restructuring
in exchange for protecting threatened
tropical forests on a sustained basis
over time.

The legislation is based on the pre-
vious Bush administration’s Enterprise
for the Americas Initiative that al-
lowed the President to structure cer-
tain debt in exchange for conservation
efforts, but only in Latin America.

This legislation and its predecessor
expands on the countries eligible, the
requirements, and the legislation ex-
pands it beyond Latin America to pro-
tect tropical forests that are threat-
ened worldwide. The bill provides for
very innovative ways to leverage
scarce resources available for inter-
national conservation.

Under two of the three options made
available under this bill, third-party
debt swaps where third parties can
come in, such as the Nature Conser-
vancy or Conservation International,
and also debt buybacks, in those two
cases, there is no cost at all to the
United States Government.

0 1515
Under the third option provided for
under this legislation, the TUnited

States and an eligible country can
agree to restructure the debt. Our Gov-
ernment in this case does provide a
subsidy to cover the difference between
the so-called net present value of the
debt and the net present value of what-
ever the new debt is. Now, net present
value is a fancy term, but it refers to
what an investment bank, say, on Wall
Street might use as they look at the
debt to determine what it is really
worth, what its actual value is.

Our Government provides this sub-
sidy because we get something in re-
turn for it. We get something in return
in the sense that the amount of debt
forgiven 1is often lower than the
amount that is placed in these tropical
forest funds. Therefore, we get lever-
age. In fact, taxpayers will usually get
at least $2 in conservation funds back
into the fund in local currency for
every $1 of Federal funds that would be
spent.

Part of this leverage comes from the
fact that the host country is required
to use local currency in a tropical for-
est fund. Second, these tropical forest
funds have integrity, are broadly sup-
ported within the host country; and,
therefore, conservation organizations
are interested in placing their own pri-
vate money in these funds. We believe
this is producing additional private
sector leverage of government con-
servation dollars, and we believe the
potential for that is great.

The final point I would just like to
make about the restructuring option is
that I believe if we are going to reduce
or eliminate debts that are owed by
poorer countries to the United States,
it only makes sense that we get some-
thing in return for it. In this case we
do, in fact, get something in return
through this initiative. It is a win-win-
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win, for us, for the poorer country, and
for the environment.

Last year, as mentioned earlier, the
United States did conclude a tropical
forest debt reduction agreement with
Bangladesh, which is a less developed
country that is heavily burdened by
foreign debt. The gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), who is with us
this afternoon, has been quite focused
on Bangladesh. In fact, I can remember
at the first hearing we had on this sub-
ject 3 or 4 years ago, he raised the fact
that Bangladesh was a country that
ought to be included within the re-
quirements because they could use this
initiative in order to reduce some of
their debt and save some of their en-
dangered tropical forests. In fact, that
has happened. It allows in Bangladesh
the protection of over 4 million acres of
endangered mangrove forests, and it
protects the world’s only genetically
secure population of Bengal tigers.

At present, we believe there are at
least 11 nations on three continents in-
terested in negotiating these kinds of
Tropical Forest Act debt reduction
agreements. In fact, we have reason to
believe that Belize, El Salvador, and
Thailand are ready to move on such
agreements this year. Furthermore, as
many Members know, President Bush
has expressed his strong support for
this program.

I would also like to briefly address
the authorization for funds included in
this legislation. First, I want to make
the point this authorization is actually
less than the authorization over the
last 3 years. In fact, looking out over
the 3-year period, it is roughly $100
million less than was provided in the
previous and original authorization.

Second, I would say this authoriza-
tion is consistent with what the Bush
administration has said is their com-
mitment to providing adequate funding
for this initiative. In other words, it
fits within the budget so long as we are
making progress toward restructuring
agreements around the world, and,
again, I think there is adequate evi-
dence that we have lots of countries
lined up and interested, and we will be
able to move forward aggressively from
this point on.

Before I close, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to offer my thanks and apprecia-
tion, also, to some key staff members
who got us here today: Adolfo Franco,
Frank Record, Peter Yeo, David
Abramowitz, Keith O’Neil, and Carol
Doherty of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations majority and mi-
nority staffs for their expertise and all
their diligent work on this legislation.
I would also like to thank Tim Miller
and Maile Gradison of my office for
their dedication to this initiative, and
Jeff Burnam with Senator LUGAR and
Jim Green with Senator BIDEN for help-
ing to develop the companion bill on
the Senate side, which is identical to
the legislation introduced in the House
and almost identical to the legislation
that we have on the floor this after-
noon.
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Again, this is a good program, wor-
thy of reauthorization. It holds great
promise. I urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to enthusiastically
support the passage today of H.R. 2131.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend my friend for his eloquent
statement, and I want to identify my-
self with it.

Mr. Speaker, it gives me a great deal
of pleasure to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
American Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA),
one of the nationally recognized lead-
ers in this field.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I am honored to be a cosponsor of H.R.
2131, which reauthorizes the Tropical
Forest Conservation Act of 1998.

I want to commend the author of the
legislation, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN), and the chairman and
ranking Democratic member of the
Committee on International Relations,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE), and the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS)
for their leadership in moving consid-
eration of this important measure
which facilitates debt reduction in
Third World countries by supporting
their efforts for conservation of fragile
tropical forests.

Mr. Speaker, the provisions of the
Tropical Forest Conservation Act basi-
cally allow less-developed nations that
owe loans to the United States to re-
structure their debt repayment, fun-
neling savings into a tropical rain for-
est protection fund which provides for
the conservation and maintenance of
native forest resources in each partici-
pating country.

According to the World Wildlife
Fund, Mr. Speaker, in recent years up
to 42 million acres of tropical forests
have been devastated annually
throughout the world. Indeed, approxi-
mately one-half of the planet’s tropical
forests no longer exist. In the Asia-Pa-
cific region alone, it is estimated that
88 percent of original forest lands have
now been destroyed.

Mr. Speaker, these careless actions
have a dramatic negative impact on
the environment that is global in na-
ture. The destruction of tropical forest
lands on this scale destroys the Earth’s
ability to recycle carbon dioxide, sig-
nificantly contributing to greenhouse
gases and climate warming.

Perhaps more importantly, we sac-
rifice and lose the rich and unique bio-
diversity of these tropical forest eco-
systems which, incidentally, contain
over half of the world’s plant and ani-
mal species.

Mr. Speaker, tropical forest plants
have been used for centuries by indige-
nous native peoples to treat illnesses
and disease. Most of the Earth’s 265,000
flowering plants are located in tropical
regions, and less than 1 percent of
these plants have been scientifically
tested for effectiveness against disease.
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I am appreciative of the fact that the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN)
had alluded earlier about a win-win sit-
uation for the reauthorization of this
legislation. Mr. Speaker, over the
years, as a classic example, it has been
my privilege to know one of the world’s
leading ethnobotanists, Dr. Nafanua
Paul Cox, for the tremendous work
that he has done in saving rain forests
and tropical forests in the South Pa-
cific region.

I say this personally, because of his
efforts over the years, he has sent hun-
dreds of herbal plant medicines that
were used by my people for centuries
and now the latest discovery by the
National Institutes of Health, a certain
drug that has come out of this research
conducted by Dr. Cox is a substance
called protrastin that may have very
positive effects in curing HIV. I am
talking about AIDS. That is all be-
cause of the preservation of these
plants.

Mr. Speaker, we must preserve these
tropical resources that may hold the
key to curing cancer, even AIDS and
other deadly diseases afflicting human-
ity. If rare tropical plants are not pro-
tected, their genetic codes and poten-
tial benefits will be lost forever to
mankind.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this piece of legislation. I
thank my good friend from Ohio for his
management of this legislation and es-
pecially the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS),
for his leadership in bringing this legis-
lation to the floor. Again, I urge my
colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), one of the dis-
tinguished members of the Committee
on International Relations.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in very strong support of this legisla-
tion. It has been very well explained by
many of my colleagues, including the
distinguished primary sponsor of this
legislation and the original act, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN).
So I will not have to go over the de-
tails, that is for sure; but I do want to
mention and reemphasize one thing the
gentleman from Ohio said and, that is,
that the program builds upon former
President George Bush’s innovative
Enterprise for the Americas Initiative
and is another creative example of how
our country can address developing-
country debt while helping to protect
the environment.

The act gives the President the au-
thority to reduce certain forms of de-
velopment assistance and food aid debt
owed to the United States in exchange
for the deposit by eligible developing
countries of local currencies in a trop-
ical forest fund to preserve, restore and
maintain tropical forests. These funds
are used by qualified nongovernmental
organizations working to preserve the
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world’s most endangered tropical for-
ests.

A board of directors in the United
States comprised of U.S. public and
private officials oversees this program
and annually reports to Congress on
progress made to implement the pro-
gram.

The gentleman from Ohio was gra-
cious in mentioning at the time the
House International Relations Com-
mittee proceeded to mark up the origi-
nal act. Frankly, I was interested in
Bangladesh because when it has come
to debt forgiveness or debt reduction in
the past, by a strange set of cir-
cumstances, Bangladesh has fallen
through the cracks and they needed
some assistance. I wanted to make sure
that they were not neglected. It turns
out they are the first beneficiary of the
Tropical Forest Conservation Act.

Before 1 offered my amendment to
assure eligibility for Bangladesh I had
to look to see if it had a tropical forest
to be saved in that country of such
huge population density with all of its
drought and flooding problems. They
do. As mentioned in terms of square
miles, I will put it in square Kkilo-
meters, 14,000 square Kkilometers of
tropical forest areas in the Chittagong
Hill Tracts and in the Sunderbans. As
mentioned by the gentleman from
Ohio, this is one of the few remaining
refuges for the Bengal tiger. Currently,
the Bangladeshi board of directors,
which will disburse the trust funds, is
reviewing how similar boards operate
in establishing its procedures for im-
plementing the agreement.

There are only 11 countries consid-
ering it right now on three different
continents, but I have no doubt the
number will expand dramatically when
interested people and their govern-
ments understand the benefits.

Mr. Speaker, this Member would like
to very specifically commend the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN), the sponsor of this legisla-
tion and the original act; and the rank-
ing member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS), for their leadership and support
for conservation efforts in the devel-
oping world and for their work to reau-
thorize this program. Of course, the ex-
pedited treatment of this legislation by
our chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), is also
to be commended; and I am pleased to
be an original cosponsor.

Mr. Speaker, this Member urges all
of our colleagues to support the reau-
thorization of the Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act, as it provides direct ben-
efits to both developing and developed
countries.
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Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3%
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), also a dis-
tinguished member of the Committee
on International Relations.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of H.R. 2131.
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Mr. Speaker, let me just note that
the argument that we must try to pre-
serve our tropical rain forests because
the tropical rain forests have a possible
treasure house of biodiversity for this
generation and future generations I
think is a very valid argument.

I have lived in jungles in my life. I
understand the many thousands, if not
tens of thousands, of variety of not
only animal and insect and plant life
but all kinds of life that is surrounding
one in the jungle. And, yes, in future
generations we may find tremendous
assets that are right in front of our
face but we do not recognize it now.

The idea of trading debt with some of
these countries and getting for that
debt a commitment to try to preserve
these rain forests, I think, is a very
good idea. Let us just remember that
in many cases these countries would
not be repaying that debt anyway. So
this is a win-win proposal.

Let me just say, however, that be-
lieving in this bill and believing in the
biodiversity of the jungles does not
mean that one has to believe that the
jungles in some way contribute to help-
ing the global warming situation. I
have heard that several times in the
arguments here on the floor.

Let me just say that global warming,
if one takes it by the people who advo-
cate that, I believe global warming is a
bunch of global baloney myself, but
even if one does believe in global
warming as precisely presented by
those people who are trying to con-
vince the rest of us that it is true, one
would not want to preserve the rain
forests. In fact, consistent with the
global warming theory what one would
want to do is to clear-cut all of the
rain forests and bulldoze them because
the rain forests are one of the major
contributors on this planet of CO, and
methane, which are the global-warm-
ing gases.

Termites eating in the jungles
produce more of what they call green-
house gases than does the internal
combustion engine. By the way, I do
not believe in global warming so I
would never advocate bulldozing the
jungles, but if one believes in it that is
what they want to do and they, of
course, want to also get rid of old
growth trees. The older the growth of
the trees, the more one wants to cut it
down and replant young trees. The es-
sence of global warming is saying that
one wants young, vibrant trees and
plants to take in carbon dioxide and
give out oxygen.

Let me just say, our jungles and our
old growth trees do just the opposite.
They give out more CO, than they are
taking in oxygen. So let us support
this effort to try to save the jungles
and save those forests and rain forests
around the world and let us take ad-
vantage of this very commonsensical
approach of debt restructuring. Let us
not get trapped into using arguments
that just do not hold water and are not
scientifically viable. There has been
enough nonsense on global warming
and other areas.
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Let us just say that the rain forests
are valuable and let us save them.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
would just like to say that the number
of facts that are out there dealing with
carbon dioxide, methane, and a number
of other greenhouse gases show that in
the last 50 years the dramatic increase
in those gases are evidence that human
activity is causing the climate to
warm.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, let me say that
means one would clear-cut all of the
jungles to get rid of the CO; buildup if
that was true.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. KIRK).

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 2131. I would like to particu-
larly thank the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN) for his strong leader-
ship on this issue. He is one of our en-
vironmental leaders here in the Con-
gress, and I salute him.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS),
and the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
BEREUTER) for bringing this legislation
to the floor and thank Tim Miller from
the staff of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN) for his work.

Under President Bush’s 1990 Enter-
prise for the Americas Initiative Act,
the United States sponsored many
debt-for-nature swap programs. The
Tropical Forest Conservation Act,
based on this idea, was first introduced
by the gentleman from Ohio in 1997
with bipartisan support and was signed
into law in 1998.

As a congressional staffer, I had the
honor to work on that legislation and
help him achieve that goal. I am
pleased to support this bill which con-
tinues in that tradition.

Bangladesh is the first country which
benefited from this program. Because
Bangladesh has been able to restruc-
ture its debt, it was able to create a na-
tional forest fund of almost $9 million,
which went to protecting the Mangrove
Swap area, home to over 500 wild ti-
gers. Currently, there are 11 nations on
three continents interested in consid-
ering debt forgiveness under this pro-
gram, including places like Belize and
El Salvador.

I think the United States has an im-
portant national interest in supporting
the protection of the world’s natural
resources, including tropical forests.
Tropical forests are home to half of all
known plants and animals. We are los-
ing an area equal to a football field a
minute, and this must stop.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) is our leader on this issue
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and built on the work of the previous
Bush and Clinton administrations.
Later this year, the Congress will con-
sider legislation building on this model
to protect coral reefs. Coral reefs are
home to most aquatic plants and ani-
mals. Many reefs are disappearing, and
most of them are in developing coun-
tries.

I salute the leaders on this issue,
commend the gentleman for this legis-
lation, and urge the House adoption of
this bill.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of the Tropical Forest Con-
servation Act Reauthorization. This bill ex-
tends the Tropical Forest Conservation Act of
1998, which passed in this body and was
signed into law by President Clinton. Today’'s
legislation allows the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development to relieve some of the
foreign debt owed to the United States. In re-
turn, participating nations agree to establish
trust funds to protect local tropical rainforests
and other environmentally sensitive areas.
This bill authorizes $225 million to be spent
over the next three fiscal years to pay for this
important conservation program and for the
cost of debt forgiveness.

This innovative tool, the so-called “debt for
nature swap”, helps countries with undevel-
oped natural resources reduce their foreign
debts by buying it back and agreeing to spend
a portion of the proceeds on conservation
projects. This is especially vital because trop-
ical forests contain half of the world’s known
species of plants and animals. They contain a
diversity of organic materials that could lead to
the development of life-saving new medicines
and tropical forests help slow global climate
change by absorbing carbon dioxide. Increas-
ingly, however, these fragile forests are suc-
cumbing to logging, roadbuilding and develop-
ment. Since 1950, half of the world’s tropical
forests have disappeared and they are dis-
appearing at a rate of 30 million acres each
year. The countries that carry the heaviest
debt contribute significantly to this loss be-
cause they extract valuable natural resources
in order to generate needed revenue.

A recent report in the Journal of Science
highlights the problems affecting Brazil's trop-
ical forests. The report states that the rapid
growth of Brazil's population is leading to the
equally rapid expansion of railroads, pipelines
and highways into the delicate Amazon forest
areas. The devastation of the Brazilian
rainforest will take place in only 20 years be-
cause of a $40 billion project to encourage de-
velopment.

In tropical countries throughout the world,
the deterioration of the rainforest will have dra-
matic and devastating effects on wildlife habi-
tat, genetic diversity, the quality of watersheds
and the global climate. The United States, be-
cause of our role as an economic leader,
should promote creative solutions such as the
one contained in this bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this time |
want to thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) for reminding us of tragedy of the
rapidly disappearing tropical forests, and the
importance of protecting the world’'s most di-
verse ecosystems.

Tropical forests contain approximately half
of the world’s species of plants and animals.
Unfortunately, over half of the tropical forests
on Earth have disappeared, and, with more
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than 30 million acres which are lost each year,
the destruction of these volatile ecosystems
continues.

The majority of those forests are located in
developing nations that are plagued by pov-
erty and extensive debt burdens. The Tropical
Forests Conservation Act offers up to $325
million in debt relief to developing nations in
exchange for the sustained protection of
threatened tropical forests. These conditions
also include the creation of a favorable climate
for private sector investment, cooperation on
narcotics measures, on state-sponsored ter-
rorism, and a democratically elected govern-
ment.

This bill enjoys wide bipartisan support, sup-
port from the administration, and from various
environmental groups. | urge support for this
bill, and, once again, commend the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) for introducing legis-
lation to extend this important environmental
program.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2131, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read:

““A bill to reauthorize the Tropical Forest
Conservation Act of 1998 through fiscal year
2004, and for other purposes.”’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2360, CAM-
PAIGN FINANCE REFORM AND
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION ACT OF
2001, AND H.R. 2356, BIPARTISAN
CAMPAIGN REFORM ACT OF 2001

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Rules is planning to meet
this week to grant a rule which may
limit the amendment process on cam-
paign finance reform legislation. Let
me say that I and Members of the Com-
mittee on Rules and our staff have
been working very closely with the key
authors of this very important legisla-
tion, the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS) and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN). And we
have the distinguished chairman of the
House Committee on House Adminis-
tration, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY), here, and we have been working
with him on that.

I would like to say that the Com-
mittee on House Administration, as we
all know, reported H.R. 2360, the Cam-
paign Finance Reform Citizen Partici-
pation Act of 2001, as well as H.R. 2356,
the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act
of 2001 on June 28; and the reports are
expected to be filed later this after-
noon.

While we have made no final decision
on which version will actually end up
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being the base text for further amend-
ment, I would like to ask Members to
draft their amendments to both bills,
both the Shays-Meehan bill and the
Ney legislation as they were intro-
duced in the House.

Members must submit 55 copies of
each amendment and one copy of a
very brief explanation of each amend-
ment to the Committee on Rules in
room H-313 no later than 8 p.m. today.
So they have until this evening, Tues-
day, June 10.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain that
their amendments comply with the
Rules of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to run up-
stairs to see if there are any amend-
ments that have been filed.

————

AUTHORIZING ROTUNDA OF CAP-
ITOL TO BE USED FOR A CERE-
MONY TO PRESENT CONGRES-
SIONAL GOLD MEDALS TO THE
ORIGINAL 29 NAVAJO CODE
TALKERS

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 174) au-
thorizing the Rotunda of the Capitol to
be used on July 26, 2001, for a ceremony
to present Congressional Gold Medals
to the original 29 Navajo Code Talkers.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 174

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Rotunda of the
Capitol is authorized to be used on July 26,
2001, for a ceremony to present Congressional
Gold Medals to the original 29 Navajo Code
Talkers. Physical preparations for the cere-
mony shall be carried out in accordance with
such conditions as the Architect of the Cap-
itol may prescribe.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, during the Second
World War, the United States Govern-
ment called upon 29 Navajo men from
the Navajo Nation to support the mili-
tary effort by serving as Marine Corps
radio operators. The actual number of
enlistees later increased to over 350.

The Japanese had deciphered the
military code developed by the United
States for transmitting messages and
the Navajo Marine Corps radio opera-
tors, who became known as the Navajo
Code Talkers, developed a new code
using their language to communicate
military messages in the Pacific.

Throughout its extensive use, the
code developed by these Native Ameri-
cans proved unbreakable. The Navajos
were people who had been discouraged
from using their own language. Ulti-
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mately, the code they developed using
the same language would be credited
with saving the lives of many Amer-
ican soldiers and several successful
United States military engagements
during World War II. It is an extreme
honor to bring this legislation to the
floor today authorizing a ceremony to
be held in the Capitol Rotunda pre-
senting Congressional Gold Medals to
the original 29 Navajo Code Talkers.
Their contribution to this Nation
proved immeasurable.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NEY. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. NEY) for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to
congratulate the gentleman on his
statement and say that we look anx-
iously towards that program which will
be held later this month.

I, last week, had the opportunity to
meet with some people at MGM, and
the motion picture which is going to be
coming out on the work of the Navajo
Code Talkers should be fascinating. I
have the trailer upstairs. I have not
seen it yet, but I know from the early
reports we have seen that it will be a
wonderful presentation of the work of
these courageous people and the role
that that they played during the Sec-
ond World War.

I would like to strongly support the
effort that is being led by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), and it
looks to me as if the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) is also work-
ing on this. I believe that it should be
a great motion picture and a wonderful
ceremony here, and I thank my friend
for the leadership role he has played on
this.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the chairman of the Committee
on Rules, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), for his support on
this important measure.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by thank-
ing the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY)
and the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) for their efforts in bringing
House Concurrent Resolution 174 to the
floor today.

I introduced H. Con. Res. 174 on June
26, 2001, to authorize the Rotunda of
the Capitol to be used on July 26, 2001,
for a ceremony to present Congres-
sional Gold Medals to the original 29
Navajo Code Talkers. This legislation
will bring us one step closer to making
the special and long overdue ceremony
a reality.

I would also like to thank the 14
Members on both sides of the aisle who
joined as original cosponsors to this
measure.

During the 106th Congress, Senator
JEFF BINGAMAN introduced legislation
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to honor the Navajo Code Talkers who
played a pivotal role in World War II. I
introduced the companion measure so
that both Chambers could support
these original 29 heroic men with the
Congressional Gold Medal. In addition,
a Silver Medal will be presented to the
other Navajo Code Talkers who later
followed the original 29.

Thanks to Senator BINGAMAN’s ef-
forts, language was included in the last
year omnibus bill to honor these men.
This was an effort that I and many of
my colleagues supported in the House.
These Code Talkers will soon receive
their long overdue recognition for their
service and the honor they brought to
our country and to their people. This is
a historic moment for the Navajo Na-
tion and for all World War II veterans.

The medals that the President will
present to these 29 men on behalf of
Congress will express our appreciation
for their dedication and service as Nav-
ajo Code Talkers. Of the 29 original
Navajo Code Talkers, b are still alive
today. They are John Brown, Jr., of
Navajo, New Mexico; Chester Nez of Al-
buquerque, New Mexico; Allen Dale
June of West Valley City, Utah; Lloyd
Oliver of Phoenix, Arizona; and Joe
Palmer of Yuma, Arizona.

Mr. Speaker, during World War II,
the Navajo Code Talkers took part in
many assaults conducted by the U.S.
Marines in the Pacific. In May 1942, the
original 29 Navajo recruits attended
Marine Boot Camp and worked to cre-
ate the Navajo Code. The Navajo Code
Talkers created messages by first
translating Navajo words into English
and then using the first letter of each
English word to decipher their mean-
ing. Because different Navajo words
might be translated into different
English words for the same letter, the
code was especially difficult to deci-
pher.

O 1545

The use of Native American lan-
guages in coded military communica-
tions was not new to World War II.
Choctaw Indians, for example, served
as Code Talkers in World War I. The
idea of using Navajo as code in World
War II came from a veteran of World
War I, Phillip Johnston. Johnston
knew of the military’s search for a
code that would withstand all attempts
to decipher it. He was also the son of a
missionary, raised on the Navajo In-
dian Reservation, spoke fluent Navajo,
and believed that the Navajo language
was the answer to the military require-
ment for an indecipherable code, given
that it was an unwritten language of
extreme complexity.

The Navajo Code Talkers served in
all six Marine divisions, Marine Raider
battalions and Marine parachute units.
They transmitted messages by tele-
phone and radio in a code derived from
their Native language, a code, I may
add, that was never broken by the Jap-
anese. The Navajo code remained so
valuable that the Department of De-
fense kept the code secret for 23 years
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after World War II. Therefore, the Code
Talkers never received the recognition
they deserved.

The ceremony on July 26 will at long
last pay full tribute to the brave Amer-
icans who used their Native language
to help bring an end to World War II in
the Pacific. I would also like to men-
tion that a separate ceremony is being
planned for later this fall in Arizona or
New Mexico to present a silver medal
to each man who later qualified as a
Navajo Code Talker.

In closing, let me say that the Nav-
ajo language imparts a sense of feeling,
history and tradition to all the Code
Talkers who served valiantly in World
War II. To the five Code Talkers who
are with us today, to their families,
and to those who are with us in spirit,
I say a few words in Navajo, which I
will translate.

Dine bizaad chooz’ iidgo silaoltsooi
niha nidaazbaa

Aadoo ak’ah dadeesdlii.

Nitsaago baa aheeh daniidzin.

Ahehee.

Which in English translates to, ‘‘Let
me express my deep gratitude to the
Navajo Code Talkers who provided and
helped to develop an ingenious code
based on your language, and became
the communications link to and from
the front lines of the Allies in the Pa-
cific War.” Through the Navajo Code
Talkers’ bravery, their sacrifice, and
the unbreakability of the code, the
United States military was able to
communicate with one another.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride
that I urge my colleagues to come to-
gether and support this resolution, sup-
port our Navajo veterans and every
veteran who sacrificed their very lives
for the liberties and freedoms we enjoy
today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE), the cochair of the Native Amer-
ican Caucus, who has also been a
staunch leader on Native American
issues in this body for many years.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 174, the resolution sponsored by
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UbpALL), that authorizes the use of the
Capitol Rotunda on July 26, 2001, for a
ceremony to present the Congressional
Gold Medal to the original 29 Navajo
Code Talkers.

I am honored to have been an origi-
nal cosponsor of H.R. 4527, the legisla-
tion sponsored by my good friend the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UDALL) that authorizes the President
of the United States to award the gold
medal on behalf of the Congress to each
of the original Navajo Code Talkers.

I also want to acknowledge the work
of Senator JEFF BINGAMAN for his ef-
forts in getting the Senate version of
the bill included in the Consolidated
Appropriations Act of Fiscal Year 2001.

Mr. Speaker, awarding these medals
to the brave Navajo men that served
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this country at a time of war by using
the Navajo language to develop a
unique and unbreakable code to com-
municate military messages in the Pa-
cific is long overdue.

The United States Marine Corps re-
cruited and enlisted 29 Navajo men to
serve as Marine Corps radio operators.
These men are referred to today as the
Navajo Code Talkers. The number of
Code Talkers would later increase to
over 350. So successful was the code
that the Code Talkers were sworn to
secrecy, an oath they honored until
1968, when the Department of Defense
declassified the code.

Mr. Speaker, the heroic efforts of
these men saved the lives of many, in-
cluding probably my own brother Ken-
neth Robert Kildee, and hastened the
end of World War II in the Pacific the-
ater.

I ask my colleagues for their support
of this resolution so that Congress,
through the presentation of the Con-
gressional Gold Medal, can finally ex-
press the gratitude of an entire Nation
to these brave men for the contribu-
tions they made during a time of war
and the valor with which they served
their country.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I certainly would like to thank the
original sponsor of this legislation, the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UpALL), for his leadership and for
bringing this legislation to the floor. I
would also be remiss if I did not ex-
press my gratitude to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the chairman of
the Committee on House Administra-
tion, for his support, and also the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the ranking member of the Committee
on House Administration, for his sup-
port in bringing this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, as a former student of
Brigham Young University, it was my
privilege to know many students who
are Americans of Navajo descent. If I
could, I would like to say a fond hello
in Navajo, Yateeh.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored as an
original cosponsor to speak today in
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 174 to authorize the use of the Ro-
tunda of the Capitol to be used later
this month for a ceremony to present
Congressional Gold Medals to the origi-
nal 29 Navajo Code Talkers, a cere-
mony that is certainly long, long over-
due.

Mr. Speaker, the idea of using an In-
dian language as a code was first tried
during World War I by the Canadians.
The Canadians used Choctaw Indians in
their effort, but the experiment was
not successful. The failure of this effort
is attributed to the Indians knowing
very little English and there being no
equivalent terminology for the mili-
tary terms.
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The next effort to use an Indian lan-
guage for a code during wartime was
made by the Americans in World War
II. The origin of this effort is credited
to Phillip Johnston, who was the son of
missionaries who did a lot of work
among the Navajo Indians. Mr. John-
ston brought their idea to the U.S. Ma-
rines in California. Because of the bad
experience during World War I, still
our government was very reluctant to
be receptive to this kind of an idea.

Eventually the supporters of the
Code Talkers prevailed, at least enough
to conduct a test. Two Navajos were
sent into one room, and two were put
in a second room without visual con-
tact. A message was given to the Nav-
ajos in the first room, and they were
instructed to translate the message
and send it to the other room. The
three-line message was encoded, trans-
mitted and decoded in 20 seconds. En-
coding and decoding the same message
by machine took 30 minutes, and the
viability of using the Navajo for mili-
tary encryption became readily appar-
ent.

Nevertheless, there was still some re-
sistance to using American Indians to
transmit military messages. An au-
thorization was given to recruit only 30
Navajos for a pilot program. Recruiting
potential Code Talkers and getting
them through military training was
not easy. Most Navajo did not speak
English, and they were all coming from
a very different culture.

Parts of their training, such as long
runs in the hot sun or surviving in the
desert with one canteen of water, came
quite naturally to them. Other parts of
the training, such as certain aspects of
military discipline and the mainte-
nance and repair of radio transmitters
and receivers, were somewhat alien to
them.

In constructing a code, the Navajo
had to take several things into consid-
eration. The code would have to be
memorized. It would then be used in
periods of conflict when tensions were
running high and transmissions could
be difficult to hear clearly because of
static, close-by rifle fire and explo-
sions.

With those constraints in mind, the
Navajo used four basic rules in devel-
oping this code: 1. Each code word
must have some logical connection to
the actual word; 2. Each code word
should be unusually descriptive or cre-
ative; 3. BEach code word should be
short; and, 4. No code word should be
easily confused with another.

While developing the code, the Nav-
ajo were placed in battle simulations,
and transmissions were monitored by
military code breakers and Navajos
who did not know the code. No one
broke the code during these tests.

Mr. Speaker, the first 30 Code Talk-
ers were sent into battle, and the pilot
program was a success. Eventually 350
Code Talkers were employed in battle,
including the battles of Guadalcanal,
Tarawa, Saipan, Iwo Jima and OKi-
nawa. At Iwo Jima alone, the Navajo
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Code Talkers passed over 800 error-free
messages in a 48-hour period.

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is that
thousands of lives of our soldiers, sail-
ors and marines were saved due to the
outstanding job our Navajo Code Talk-
ers made as part of our war effort dur-
ing World War II, especially in places 1
had previously mentioned.

About 4 years ago, Mr. Speaker, I was
privileged to travel with the late Sen-
ator John Chafee from Rhode Island to
represent the Congress at a special
ceremony whereby our government had
authorized construction of a par-
liamentary building for the Solomon
Islands Government as a gift from the
people of the United States to com-
memorate one of the most fierce bat-
tles that took place in the South Pa-
cific, the battle of Guadalcanal, where
thousands of Marines lost their lives,
and the late Senator John Chafee was
among the few 19-year-old Marines who
fought in that terrible battle. It was a
moving experience for both Senator
CHAFEE and I to visit the remnants of
that terrible conflict. The Navajo Code
Talkers were a critical part of our suc-
cess in winning the war in the Pacific.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that 29 of
the original Code Talkers will be recog-
nized later this month for their work.
Because of the secrecy placed on the
program, the valor the Navajo dis-
played during World War II was not
recognized for decades. Their code was
finally declassified in 1968, and it was
only declassified then because elec-
tronic equipment had been developed
that would be sufficient to meet mili-
tary needs. The Navajo Code Talkers
were also used in Korea in the 1950s,
and even in Vietnam in the 1960s.

Mr. Speaker, again, I thank the gen-
tleman from New Mexico, Mr. UDALL,
for his leadership in bringing this legis-
lation, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON).

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great pleasure that I rise today in
support of this resolution and in sup-
port of the valiant men who served
their country in World War II. Those
men, known today as the Navajo Code
Talkers, played a key role in our Na-
tion’s victory in that great war.

Mr. Speaker, it was the cryptic lan-
guage of the Navajo that was essential
in the U.S. Marine takeover of vital
areas like Guadalcanal, Tarawa,
Peleliu and Iwo Jima. Well-known to
the Code Talkers are the words of
Major Howard Connor, who said,
“Without the Navajos, the Marines
would never have taken Iwo Jima.”

Today, we open up our Nation’s Cap-
itol to the few surviving Navajo Code
Talkers. Later this month, the Presi-
dent will give them an honor long over-
due. Mr. Speaker, only 5 of the original
29 Code Talkers are alive today. I am
proud to say that one of those, Mr.
Allan Dale June, lives in my home
State of Utah. Mr. June, like so many
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others during World War II, sacrificed
years of his life for the love of his
country.

I would ask that all Members of this
body join me today in thanking these
men for their service. These medals,
which can mnever fully compensate
these men for their sacrifice, will at
least ensure that their heroic deeds
will never again be forgotten.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just once again
thank the chairman for his leadership
on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), for his
dedication to this issue, and also the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UbpALL) for his tremendous support of a
very important issue.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H. Con. Res. 174, authorizing a
ceremony in the Rotunda of the Capitol to
present Congressional Gold Medals to the
original 29 Navajo Code Talkers.

At the start of World War Il, operations in
the Pacific were compromised because the
Japanese were breaking U.S. radio codes.
Philip Johnson, the son of a missionary to the
Navajos and one of the few non-Navajos, who
spoke their language fluently, suggested using
Navajo for secure communications.

In the 1940s, Navajo was an unwritten lan-
guage and is extremely complex. It answered
the military requirement for an indecipherable
code. Its syntax and tonal qualities make it un-
intelligible to anyone without extensive expo-
sure and training. It has no alphabet or sym-
bols, and is spoken only on the Navajo lands
of the American Southwest.

In 1942, Navajo men were recruited by the
Marines to be radio operators, called Navajo
Code Talkers. Most of them were barely out of
high school and from the reservation just north
of Gallup, New Mexico. The Navajo Reserva-
tion is about the size of the state of West Vir-
ginia and is located in my state of New Mexico
and extends into Arizona.

The Navajo radiomen served from 1942 to
1945, and often the code talkers were in the
forefront of the bloody battles of the Pacific.
The Japanese never broke the Navajo code or
captured a Navajo Code Talker. The code
talkers are credited with saving thousands of
American lives.

The Navajo Code Talker's work remained
classified until 1968 because the Pentagon
was unsure whether the Navajo Language
might be needed again.

The Navajo Code talkers played an impor-
tant role in winning the war in the Pacific.
They deserve our thanks and support.

Ms. McCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to support H. Con. Res. 174 today to
authorize the use of the rotunda to honor and
celebrate the heroic work of the Navajo Code
Talkers. | thank my colleague from New Mex-
ico, Mr. Tom UDALL, for sponsoring this resolu-
tion.

During World War 11, about 400 Navajo tribe
members served as code talkers for the
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United States Marines. They transmitted mes-
sages by telephone and radio in their native
language—a code that the Japanese never
broke. Navajo is an unwritten language of ex-
treme complexity and one estimate indicated
that fewer than 30 non-Navajos could under-
stand the language at the outbreak of World
War 1. Navajos demonstrated that they could
encode, transmit and decode a three-line mes-
sage in English in just 20 seconds. Machines
of the time required 30 minutes to do the
same job.

This resolution does great justice by recog-
nizing the contributions of these great people
to our nation’s collective security and history.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, in May 1942
twenty-nine Navajos entered boot camp and
later went to Camp Pendleton to develop a
code that used the Navajo language as its
basis. They worked at finding new words or
meaning for military terms, which had no ac-
tual Navajo translation as well as an alphabet-
ical way of spelling out other words. So began
the career of the Navajo Code Talkers who
were the secret weapon of the Marine Corps
against Japan. Their unbreakable code would
play a vital part in the United States ability to
win World War II.

The man credited for the idea of a code
based on Navajo language goes to Philip
Johnston, an engineer in Los Angeles. His fa-
ther had been a Protestant missionary; there-
fore, as a child he moved to a Navajo reserva-
tion where he grew up and learned the culture
and the language. Knowing that the Navajo
language had been orally handed down
through the centuries was Johnston’s main ar-
gument for this code. He argued that it was a
system that would not have to be changed on
a regular basis, and because it had never
been written down it could not result in falling
into the hands of the enemy.

Ironically, Navajos were subjected to alien-
ation in their own homeland and discouraged
from speaking their language yet they still
came willingly forward and used their lan-
guage to defend their country and help de-
velop the most successful military code of the
time.

The code was such a success that the De-
partment of Defense kept the Code secret for
23 years after World War Il. It was finally de-
classified in 1968. The Code Talkers had been
sworn to secrecy, an oath they kept and hon-
ored. Imagine these unsung heroes returned
home with no special recognition for what they
had accomplished and sadly over the years
some have died never receiving the honor and
accolades that they so deserved.

The time has come for us to recognize the
Navajo Code Talkers with a Congressional
Gold Medal—the most distinguished honor a
civilian can receive. It is for that reason | sup-
port House Concurrent Resolution 174, au-
thorizing use of the rotunda to present Con-
gressional Gold Medals to the original 29 Nav-
ajo Code Talkers. This honor has been a long
time in coming.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY)
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution, H.
Con. Res. 174.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
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those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con.
Res. 174.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6 p.m.

Accordingly (at 4 p.m.), the House
stood in recess until approximately 6
p.m.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. ISAKSON) at 6 p.m.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on motions
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

House Concurrent Resolution 170, by
the yeas and nays;

House Concurrent Resolution 168, by
the yeas and nays;

House Concurrent Resolution 174, by
the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

———

ENCOURAGING CORPORATIONS TO
CONTRIBUTE TO FAITH-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, House Concur-
rent Resolution 170.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from XKentucky (Mr.
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WHITFIELD) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, House Concurrent Resolution
170, on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 391, nays 17,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 211]

YEAS—391
Abercrombie DeLauro Istook
Ackerman DeLay Jefferson
Aderholt DeMint Jenkins
AKkin Deutsch John
Andrews Diaz-Balart Johnson (CT)
Armey Dicks Johnson (IL)
Baca Doggett Johnson, E. B.
Bachus Dooley Johnson, Sam
Baker Doolittle Jones (NC)
Baldacci Doyle Jones (OH)
Baldwin Dreier Kanjorski
Ballenger Duncan Kaptur
Barcia Dunn Keller
Barr Edwards Kelly
Barrett Ehlers Kennedy (RI)
Bartlett Ehrlich Kerns
Barton Emerson Kildee
Bass English Kilpatrick
Becerra Eshoo Kind (WI)
Bentsen Etheridge King (NY)
Bereuter Everett Kingston
Berkley Farr Kirk
Berman Fattah Kleczka
Berry Ferguson Knollenberg
Biggert Filner Kolbe
Bilirakis Flake Kucinich
Bishop Fletcher LaFalce
Blagojevich Foley LaHood
Blumenauer Forbes Lampson
Blunt Ford Langevin
Boehlert Fossella Lantos
Boehner Frelinghuysen Largent
Bonilla Frost Larsen (WA)
Bonior Gallegly Latham
Bono Ganske LaTourette
Borski Gekas Leach
Boswell Gephardt Lee
Boucher Gibbons Levin
Boyd Gilchrest Lewis (GA)
Brady (PA) Gillmor Lewis (KY)
Brady (TX) Gilman Linder
Brown (FL) Gonzalez Lipinski
Brown (OH) Goode LoBiondo
Brown (SC) Goodlatte Lowey
Bryant Gordon Lucas (KY)
Burr Goss Lucas (OK)
Burton Graham Luther
Buyer Granger Maloney (CT)
Callahan Graves Maloney (NY)
Calvert Green (TX) Manzullo
Camp Green (WI) Markey
Cantor Greenwood Mascara
Capito Grucci Matheson
Capps Gutierrez Matsui
Cardin Gutknecht McCarthy (MO)
Carson (OK) Hall (OH) McCarthy (NY)
Castle Hall (TX) McCollum
Chabot Hansen McCrery
Chambliss Harman McGovern
Clay Hart McHugh
Clayton Hastings (FL) MecInnis
Clement Hastings (WA) MeclIntyre
Clyburn Hayes McKeon
Coble Hayworth McNulty
Collins Hefley Meehan
Combest Herger Meek (FL)
Condit Hill Meeks (NY)
Cooksey Hilleary Menendez
Costello Hilliard Mica
Cox Hinojosa Miller (FL)
Cramer Hobson Miller, Gary
Crane Hoeffel Mink
Crenshaw Hoekstra Mollohan
Crowley Holden Moore
Cubin Holt Moran (KS)
Culberson Hooley Moran (VA)
Cummings Horn Morella
Cunningham Hostettler Murtha
Davis (CA) Houghton Myrick
Dayvis (FL) Hoyer Nadler
Davis (IL) Hunter Napolitano
Davis, Jo Ann Hutchinson Neal
Davis, Tom Hyde Nethercutt
Deal Isakson Ney
DeFazio Israel Northup
Delahunt Issa Norwood
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Nussle Roybal-Allard Sweeney
Oberstar Royce Tancredo
Ortiz Rush Tanner
Osborne Ryan (WI) Tauscher
Ose Ryun (KS) Tauzin
Otter Sabo Taylor (NC)
Owens Sanchez Terry
Oxley Sanders Thomas
Pallone Sandlin Thompson (CA)
Pascrell Sawyer Thompson (MS)
Pastor Saxton Thornberry
Payne Schaffer Thune
Pelosi Schiff Thurman
Pence Schrock Tiahrt
Peterson (MN) Scott Tiberi
Peterson (PA) Sensenbrenner Towns
Petri Serrano Traficant
Phelps Sessions Turner
Pickering Shadegg Udall (CO)
Pitts Shaw Udall (NM)
Platts Shays Upton
Pombo Sherman Velazquez
Pomeroy Sherwood Visclosky
Portman Shimkus Vitter
Price (NC) Shows Walden
Pryce (OH) Shuster Walsh
Putnam Simmons Wamp
Quinn Simpson Watkins (OK)
Radanovich Skeen Watson (CA)
Rahall Skelton Watt (NC)
Ramstad Slaughter Waxman
Rangel Smith (MI) Weiner
Regula Smith (NJ) Weldon (FL)
Rehberg Smith (TX) Weldon (PA)
Reyes Smith (WA) Weller
Reynolds Solis Wexler
Rodriguez Souder Whitfield
Roemer Spence Wilson
Rogers (KY) Spratt Wolf
Rogers (MI) Stearns Woolsey
Rohrabacher Stenholm Wu
Ros-Lehtinen Strickland Wynn
Ross Stump Young (FL)
Rothman Stupak
Roukema Sununu
NAYS—17

Baird Honda Obey
Conyers Inslee Olver
DeGette Jackson (IL) Rivers
Dingell Lofgren Schakowsky
Frank McDermott Stark
Hinchey McKinney

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—3
Allen Snyder Tierney

NOT VOTING—22
Cannon Kennedy (MN) Taylor (MS)
Capuano Larson (CT) Toomey
Carson (IN) Lewis (CA) Waters
Coyne Millender- Watts (OK)
Engel McDonald Wicker
Evans Miller, George Young (AK)
Hulshof Paul
Jackson-Lee Riley
(TX) Scarborough
O 1826

Messrs. DINGELL, JACKSON of Illi-
nois, and CONYERS changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. GIBBONS changed his vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. TIERNEY changed his vote from
‘“‘yea’ to ‘“‘present.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the minimum time for voting on each
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additional motion to suspend the rules
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings.

———

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
IN SUPPORT OF VICTIMS OF
TORTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 168.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House sus-
pended the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 168, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 0,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 212]

YEAS—409
Abercrombie Clyburn Gibbons
Ackerman Coble Gilchrest
Aderholt Collins Gillmor
Akin Combest Gilman
Allen Condit Gonzalez
Andrews Conyers Goode
Armey Cooksey Goodlatte
Baca Costello Gordon
Bachus Cramer Goss
Baird Crane Graham
Baker Crenshaw Granger
Baldacci Crowley Graves
Baldwin Cubin Green (TX)
Ballenger Culberson Green (WI)
Barcia Cummings Greenwood
Barr Cunningham Grucci
Barrett Davis (CA) Gutierrez
Bartlett Davis (FL) Gutknecht
Barton Davis (IL) Hall (OH)
Bass Davis, Jo Ann Hall (TX)
Becerra Davis, Tom Hansen
Bentsen Deal Harman
Bereuter DeFazio Hart
Berkley DeGette Hastings (FL)
Berman Delahunt Hastings (WA)
Berry DeLauro Hayes
Biggert DeLay Hayworth
Bilirakis DeMint Hefley
Bishop Deutsch Herger
Blagojevich Diaz-Balart Hill
Blumenauer Dicks Hilleary
Blunt Dingell Hilliard
Boehlert Doggett Hinchey
Boehner Dooley Hinojosa
Bonilla Doolittle Hobson
Bonior Doyle Hoeffel
Bono Dreier Hoekstra
Borski Duncan Holden
Boswell Dunn Holt
Boucher Edwards Honda
Boyd Ehlers Hooley
Brady (PA) Ehrlich Horn
Brady (TX) Emerson Hostettler
Brown (FL) English Houghton
Brown (OH) Eshoo Hoyer
Brown (SC) Etheridge Hunter
Bryant Evans Hutchinson
Burr Everett Hyde
Burton Farr Inslee
Buyer Fattah Isakson
Callahan Ferguson Israel
Calvert Filner Issa
Camp Flake Istook
Cantor Fletcher Jackson (IL)
Capito Foley Jefferson
Capps Forbes Jenkins
Cardin Ford John
Carson (OK) Fossella Johnson (CT)
Castle Frank Johnson (IL)
Chabot Frelinghuysen Johnson, E. B.
Chambliss Frost Johnson, Sam
Clay Gallegly Jones (NC)
Clayton Ganske Jones (OH)
Clement Gephardt Kanjorski

Kaptur
Kelly

Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Lee

Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Cannon
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Cox

Coyne
Engel
Gekas
Hulshof

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed

to.

The result of the vote was announced

Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Osborne
Ose

Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—24

Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Keller
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Lewis (CA)
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
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as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated for:

Paul

Riley
Scarborough
Taylor (MS)
Toomey
Waters
Watts (OK)
Wicker
Young (AK)

July 10, 2001

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 212, H. Con. Res. 168, had
| been present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
212, | am not recorded. Had | been present |
would have voted “yea.”

———

AUTHORIZING ROTUNDA OF CAP-
ITOL TO BE USED FOR A CERE-
MONY TO PRESENT CONGRES-
SIONAL GOLD MEDALS TO THE
ORIGINAL 29 NAVAJO CODE
TALKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 174.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY)
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution, H.
Con. Res. 174, on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 0,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 213]

YEAS—409
Abercrombie Capps Etheridge
Ackerman Cardin Evans
Aderholt Carson (OK) Everett
Akin Castle Farr
Allen Chabot Fattah
Andrews Chambliss Ferguson
Armey Clay Filner
Baca Clayton Flake
Bachus Clement Fletcher
Baird Clyburn Foley
Baker Coble Forbes
Baldacci Collins Ford
Baldwin Combest Fossella
Ballenger Condit Frank
Barcia Conyers Frelinghuysen
Barr Cooksey Frost
Barrett Costello Gallegly
Bartlett Cox Ganske
Barton Cramer Gekas
Bass Crane Gephardt
Becerra Crenshaw Gibbons
Bentsen Crowley Gilchrest
Bereuter Cubin Gillmor
Berkley Culberson Gilman
Berman Cummings Gonzalez
Berry Cunningham Goode
Biggert Davis (CA) Goodlatte
Bilirakis Davis (FL) Gordon
Bishop Davis (IL) Goss
Blagojevich Davis, Jo Ann Graham
Blumenauer Davis, Tom Granger
Blunt Deal Graves
Boehlert DeFazio Green (TX)
Boehner DeGette Green (WI)
Bonilla Delahunt Greenwood
Bonior DeLauro Grucci
Bono DeLay Gutknecht
Borski DeMint Hall (OH)
Boswell Deutsch Hall (TX)
Boucher Diaz-Balart Hansen
Boyd Dicks Harman
Brady (PA) Dingell Hart
Brady (TX) Doggett Hastings (FL)
Brown (FL) Dooley Hastings (WA)
Brown (OH) Doolittle Hayes
Brown (SC) Doyle Hayworth
Bryant Dreier Hefley
Burr Duncan Herger
Burton Dunn Hill
Buyer Edwards Hilleary
Callahan Ehlers Hilliard
Calvert Ehrlich Hinchey
Camp Emerson Hinojosa
Cantor English Hobson
Capito Eshoo Hoeffel
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Hoekstra McNulty Schaffer
Holden Meehan Schakowsky
Holt Meek (FL) Schiff
Honda Meeks (NY) Schrock
Hooley Menendez Scott
Horn Mica Sensenbrenner
Hostettler Miller (FL) Serrano
Houghton Miller, Gary Sessions
Hoyer Mink Shadegg
Hunter Mollohan Shaw
Hutchinson Moore Shays
Hyde Moran (KS) Sherman
Inslee Moran (VA) Sherwood
Isakson Morella Shows
Israel Murtha Shuster
Issa Myrick Simmons
Istook Nadler Simpson
Jackson (IL) Napolitano Skeen
Jefferson Neal Skelton
Jenkins Nethercutt Slaughter
John Ney Smith (MI)
Johnson (CT) Northup Smith (NJ)
Johnson (IL) Norwood Smith (TX)
Johnson, E. B. Nussle Smith (WA)
Johnson, Sam Oberstar Snyder
Jones (NC) Obey Solis
Jones (OH) Olver Souder
Kanjorski Ortiz Spence
Kaptur Osborne Spratt
Keller Ose Stark
Kelly Otter Stearns
Kennedy (RI) Owens Stenholm
Kerns Oxley Strickland
Kildee Pallone Stump
Kilpatrick Pascrell Stupak
Kind (WI) Pastor Sununu
King (NY) Payne Sweeney
Kingston Pelosi Tancredo
Kirk Pence Tanner
Kleczka Peterson (MN) Tauscher
Knollenberg Peterson (PA) Tauzin
Kolbe Petri Taylor (NC)
Kucinich Phelps Terry
LaFalce Pickering Thomas
LaHood Pitts Thompson (CA)
Lampson Platts Thompson (MS)
Langevin Pombo Thornberry
Largent Pomeroy Thune
Larsen (WA) Portman Thurman
Larson (CT) Price (NC) Tiahrt
Latham Pryce (OH) Tiberi
LaTourette Putnam Tierney
Leach Quinn Towns
Lee Radanovich Traficant
Levin Rahall Turner
Lewis (GA) Ramstad Udall (CO)
Lewis (KY) Rangel Udall (NM)
Linder Regula Upton
Lipinski Rehberg Velazquez
LoBiondo Reyes Visclosky
Lofgren Reynolds Vitter
Lowey Rivers Walden
Lucas (KY) Rodriguez Walsh
Luther Roemer Wamp
Maloney (CT) Rogers (KY) Watkins (OK)
Maloney (NY) Rogers (MI) Watson (CA)
Manzullo Rohrabacher Watt (NC)
Markey Ros-Lehtinen Waxman
Mascara Ross Weiner
Matheson Rothman Weldon (FL)
Matsui Roukema Weldon (PA)
McCarthy (MO) Roybal-Allard Weller
McCarthy (NY) Royce Wexler
McCollum Rush Whitfield
McCrery Ryan (WI) Wilson
McDermott Ryun (KS) Wolf
McGovern Sabo Woolsey
McHugh Sanchez Wu
McInnis Sanders Wynn
MeclIntyre Sandlin Young (FL)
McKeon Sawyer
McKinney Saxton
NOT VOTING—24
Cannon Kennedy (MN) Scarborough
Capuano Lantos Shimkus
Carson (IN) Lewis (CA) Taylor (MS)
Coyne Lucas (OK) Toomey
Engel Millender- Waters
Gutierrez McDonald Watts (OK)
Hulshof Miller, George Wicker
Jackson-Lee Paul Young (AK)
(TX) Riley
O 1843

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
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the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
[0 1845
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

———
AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, tomorrow we are going to be taking
up the agricultural appropriation bill;
and I would like to for a couple of min-
utes discuss, number one, the serious-
ness of the agricultural problem; but,
secondly, an amendment that I have
tomorrow that deals with how we dis-
tribute some of this Federal money to
farmers.

There are a lot of us that would hope
that these extra funds go to help sup-
port the traditional family farmers in
this country. However, our farm pro-
grams since we started them back in
1934 have tended to favor the large
farmer. And so what has happened over
the years is the small farmer has been
forced out because of the advantages of
Federal farm policy to the middle-sized
and larger farmer; and the middle-sized
farmer, figuring that they might sur-
vive, have bought out the small farmer
and become bigger.

Specifically, we have legislation that
says the price support for farmers in
this country through the Federal Gov-
ernment should be limited to $75,000. If
a farmer wants to include their spouse
or usually their wife for a separate pro-
ducer payment, then they have to jump
through all kinds of hoops to borrow
money in the spouse’s name and then
document that it was invested in the
farm operation, then the farm oper-
ation can pay it back. It is a disadvan-
tage.

My amendment tomorrow does essen-
tially three things: it says automati-
cally the wife is included as a producer
without jumping through these bureau-
cratic hoops, eligible for an additional
$75,000 payment limitation. The aver-
age size of a farm in this country now,
Mr. Speaker, is about 448 acres. But
some farms, some huge, giant corpora-
tion-type farms are up to 80,000 acres
and 100,000 acres; and there is no pay-
ment limitation on those farms. So as
you can guess, millions of dollars go
out to those huge farming operations.

My amendment tomorrow says, let us
stick to our guns of the historic $75,000
limitation but automatically include
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spouses. That would move it up to
$150,000. And let us make sure that
there is no loophole such as forfeiting a
nonrecourse loan or such as certifi-
cates that can be issued by the Federal
Government in lieu of forfeiture of that
particular loan, because those certifi-
cates, the alternative of those forfeit-
ures of that loan, has resulted in ap-
proximately $400 million extra pay-
ment going to those giant farmers.

Mr. Speaker, I request that my col-
leagues look at this amendment, that
they consider the policy of how we
want to spend this extra money, that
they face the decision of what should
farm programs try to do in this coun-
try; and I would suggest humbly that
part of what we should be trying to do
is help the small family farmer. The
large farmer already has a competitive
advantage, simply because of the size
of their operation. We expand that ad-
vantage as we pay them on the bushels
produced on each acre or the tons pro-
duced. Whether it is rice or corn or
soybeans or cotton, we help that large
farmer.

I feel it is important that we look at
this policy, and I would request that
my colleagues look at my amendment
that will reaffirm the historical provi-
sion of limiting those payments to
$75,000 rather than the $150,000 per pro-
ducer that was passed out on a suspen-
sion vote late in June when the House
went through that particular legisla-
tion without the opportunity for any
amendments.

———

ELECTRICITY CRISIS IN
CALIFORNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, the elec-
tricity crisis continues 1 year later in
San Diego, in California and the West.
Scores of businesses in my hometown
of San Diego have gone out of business.
People on fixed incomes are suffering
because they have to make choices be-
tween buying food and prescription
drugs and air conditioning. This should
not be happening in America.

Now, we have called for price con-
trols, we have called for a refund of the
overcharges, and people from my State
on the other side of the aisle have said,
Let the free market work. Price con-
trols don’t work. I say to my col-
leagues, there is no free market. The
system is completely out of whack.
There is an energy cartel which domi-
nates our lives in California.

I want to give you a specific example,
Mr. Speaker, of how the market in
California is being manipulated by this
energy cartel and what we in San
Diego hope to do about it.

There is a 700 megawatt power plant
in my district. We call it the South
Bay Power Plant. It is operated by the
Duke Energy Corporation. It looks like
in the last year, Mr. Speaker, Duke En-
ergy has made close to $800 million off
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that plant while 65 percent of the busi-
nesses in our area face bankruptcy.
They paid for the operation of that
plant in 3 months for what they
thought would take 5 years or more to
pay off.

Now recently, five former employees
of Duke Energy, five former employees
of the South Bay Energy Plant, testi-
fied under oath, testified with 100 years
of experience in that plant, Mr. Speak-
er, and what they said should be taken
very seriously by anybody studying
this crisis. They said that the genera-
tors were turned up and down not be-
cause of the need of the people of San
Diego or of California but because of
the price at a given moment that the
market was bringing. In fact, a 250
megawatt generator was turned off at a
time when we had blackouts in San
Diego, at a time when people were sent
home from their jobs and not getting
paychecks, at a time when there were
near-fatalities at a traffic intersection
because the lights were off, at a time
when elevators had people stuck in
them. Yet the biggest generator in our
county was turned off.

These employees further said that
they were told to throw away spare
parts so maintenance would take a lot
longer, supply could be withheld and
the prices increased. They talked about
how the trading floor where the prices
were set for electricity was in direct
contact with the generating floor; and
so the generators were ramped up and
down, as I said, not by the need of Cali-
fornia or of San Diego, but by the price
that could be gotten. So Duke Energy
has stolen $800 million from the citi-
zens of San Diego and of California.
They have charged up to $4,000 a mega-
watt hour for something that cost $30
only a year ago. That, Mr. Speaker, is
not the free enterprise system at work;
that is stealing from people who could
not afford the cost.

Now, to add insult to injury, Mr.
Speaker, that theft took place from a
power plant which the citizens of San
Diego own. Yes, Mr. Speaker, we own
that plant through the San Diego Uni-
fied Port District, a public agency; and
that public agency, at very, very good
terms for the lessee, leased the plant to
this Duke Energy Corporation to oper-
ate, as the lease says, in the public in-
terest. Well, that lease has not been op-
erated in the public interest. That
lease has allowed Duke Energy Cor-
poration to steal hundreds of millions
of dollars from the people of San Diego.

Mr. Speaker, since the public owns
the South Bay Power Plant, I call upon
the San Diego Unified Port District to
take back that plant and to operate
the lease in the public interest.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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IN MEMORY OF SANDY POLICE
CHIEF SAM DAWSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. MATHESON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great sadness that I come before
the House today to memorialize the
death of Police Chief Sam Dawson of
Sandy, Utah. Chief Dawson, who served
faithfully for 7 years as the head of the
police department of Utah’s fourth
largest city, passed away July 2, 2001,
doing what he loved best, riding his
Harley-Davidson motorcycle.

Chief Dawson lived up to the sign he
had on his desk that said, ‘‘Lead, fol-
low, or get out of the way.” Chief Daw-
son was a leader for 30 years in Utah
law enforcement. He started as a Salt
Lake County sheriff’s deputy in 1971.
He became the chief police investigator
for the Salt Lake county attorney’s of-
fice after that and became the head of
Sandy City’s police department in 1994.

Chief Dawson was an outspoken lead-
er in his field. In the year 2000 he spear-
headed a project to produce and dis-
tribute a video called ‘‘Your Kid May
Have a Secret,” which describes the
growing problem of methamphetamine
use in Utah communities. Keeping true
to his style, Chief Dawson sent a copy
to every county sheriff and every city
police chief, asking them to freely dis-
tribute the video throughout the State.

Chief Dawson was also a leader
among his peers. He led an effort to in-
crease the size of the Sandy Police De-
partment while at the same time in-
creasing officer pay. He succeeded at
both, increasing his department by 30
officers during his tenure and signifi-
cantly increasing the wages of those
who worked for him.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I end with
the words of Lieutenant Kevin Thacker
of the Sandy Police Department. He
said, ‘““‘Sam Dawson will be greatly
missed by all who knew him. He will
always be remembered for his leader-
ship abilities and dedication to the
community. His death leaves a void in
the police department.”

Mr. Speaker, I would encourage the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives to join me in heartfelt apprecia-
tion for the service this great man pro-
vided my community. I would also like
to ask the House to join me in extend-
ing our deepest condolences to the wife
of Chief Dawson, Bridgett Dawson, and
her three children, Sam Jr., Chris, and
Angela.

————
POSTAL BOARD OF GOVERNORS
DECISION REGARDING 6-DAY

MAIL DELIVERY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
earlier today Mr. Robert Rider, chair-
man of the Postal Board of Governors,
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released a statement indicating that 6-
day mail delivery would continue with-
out any further study. The Postal
Board of Governors had commissioned
a study on April 3 to study cost savings
associated with reducing delivery serv-
ice to 5 days.

In response to the idea of cutting
mail delivery to 5 days, I, along with
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
McHUGH), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN), and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), in-
troduced H. Res. 154, a bill to preserve
6-day mail delivery.
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The bill we introduced enjoys wide
bipartisan support and has more than
556 cosponsors. This bill is the com-
panion to Senate Resolution 71 intro-
duced by Senator HARKIN. I applaud the
Postal Board of Governors’ decision
today to continue 6-day mail delivery.
This decision means that businesses,
advertisers, and others who want to
reach citizens on Saturday will be able
to do so.

In addition, citizens who receive pay-
checks, Social Security, food coupons,
and other important mail will not see
an interruption in their basic service.
Also, it means that postal workers and
letter carriers will win because cutting
mail delivery to 5 days could have led
to mail piling up, delivery delays, and
other problems.

I commend the leadership and efforts
of Moe Biller, and the American Postal
Workers Union; Vincent Sombrotto;
George Gould and the Letter Carriers;
Kevin Richardson and the Printers;
Jerry Cerasale and the Direct Mar-
keting Association; and all of those
who worked to preserve 6-day mail de-
livery.

Truly, Mr. Speaker, the Postal Serv-
ice is an important entity in all of our
communities. As chair of the Postal
Caucus, I look forward to the contin-
ued focus on the U.S. Postal Service
and assuring its viability not only
today but into the future.

Mr. Speaker, knowing that the agri-
culture appropriations bill is going to
be on the floor tomorrow, let me just
take a moment and remind us that the
sugar subsidy program is Kkeeping
prices extraordinarily high and is driv-
ing candy makers and food processors
out of my community and out of many
other communities throughout the
country because they end up paying an
enormously high price for sugar, which
is the main ingredient used in their
product. As a matter of fact, Brach’s
Candy Company, located in the heart
of the community where I live, just an-
nounced that they are going to move
their plant to Argentina. Fifteen hun-
dred jobs, 1,500 people, will be out of
work. So as we look at agriculture ap-
propriations and rewrite our agricul-
tural policy, let us be reminded that
the sugar subsidies are bad for my com-
munity, bad for the City of Chicago,
bad for the food processors and candy
makers and bad for America.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES CAN
SERVE IN HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES OR ANY FIELD
OF ENDEAVOR WITH JUST
MINOR CHANGES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, just a
few weeks ago, I was up here speaking
as the proud sponsor of a resolution
honoring Erik Weihenmayer, a young
man who inspires not only people with
disabilities but all of us struggling to
overcome our own obstacles and chal-
lenges. As the first blind person to
summit Mount Everest, he illustrates
the immense power of the human spir-
it. However, while it is important to
pay homage to such remarkable people,
I believe it is equally important that
we honor those who make such special
achievements possible.

Tonight I would like to pay tribute
to the gentleman from Illinois (Speak-
er HASTERT); the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority
leader; the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY); and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the ranking member
of the Committee on House Adminis-
tration; the gentleman from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. KENNEDY); the Committee on
Armed Services and the Committee on
Small Business and all their dedicated
staff, as well as those who manage the
floor activity on a daily basis. They
have all provided tremendous support
to me as a freshman Member of the
United States Congress.

My experience illustrates the com-
passionate understanding one can re-
ceive from his colleagues and employ-
ers once they are aware of his or her
needs. I have been overwhelmed by just
how considerate and flexible my col-
leagues have been in ensuring that I
can work effectively in Congress.

When I dreamed of running for this
office, I was not sure how accessible
the congressional buildings would be,
but from the moment I was elected in
November of last year, the hard-
working engineers, architects, design
managers, and my fellow Members of
Congress made it clear that they would
do whatever was necessary to make my
office, the committees on which I
serve, and the House floor accessible.
One of the products of this generous re-
sponse to my needs, in fact, is the lec-
tern and microphone that I am using
right now. It took months to design
and build this remarkable podium
which can be easily raised and lowered
and is truly a work of art.

I gratefully recognize all the time
and resources that were dedicated to
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making this lectern, to installing addi-
tional voting machines on the floor,
and placing ramps in my committee
rooms and providing accessible office
space. What everyone involved in this
process may not realize, however, is
that beyond enabling me to better
serve my constituents, they have also
opened the doors for people with dis-
abilities to serve in this Chamber in
the future.

As I have said many times before, 1
may be the first quadriplegic elected to
the United States Congress but most
certainly I will not be the last. The in-
valuable message that has been deliv-
ered in making this Chamber acces-
sible is that any one of the nearly 53
million people with disabilities in this
country can become a Member of the
United States Congress or can serve in
any other field of endeavor with just
minor changes.

Mr. Speaker, people with disabilities
are an integral but underutilized part
of our workforce. With minor accom-
modations they can become an even
more important part of our society and
be involved in strengthening America’s
communities, businesses, and govern-
ment. That is why I am so thankful to
President Bush, who has highlighted
the need to make workplaces, housing,
education, technology, and our society
in general, more accessible to all
Americans. The President’s new Free-
dom Initiative is an important pro-
posal which calls for funding of a broad
range of programs that together can
help create countless new opportuni-
ties for many Americans who contin-
ually face unnecessary obstacles be-
cause of their disabilities.

Mr. Speaker, I am eager to work with
President Bush to make this new Free-
dom Initiative a reality. To this end, I
recently sent a letter co-signed by 23 of
my colleagues to the House appropri-
ators seeking their support in pro-
viding funds for the President’s pro-
posals. This is an issue on which we can
all come together regardless of party
background and help open doors for
millions of people who are eager to
conquer new challenges.

Mr. Speaker, once again, I extend my
heartfelt thanks to the dozens of peo-
ple who have made my tenure in Con-
gress possible. Ensuring that some day
every workplace in America will be
able to respond to the special needs of
employees in the same way is one of
my top priorities in Congress. When
that happens, we will all benefit from
the remarkable talents and contribu-
tions of the millions of Americans with
disabilities who are eager to pursue
their dreams just as I have.

————
TRIBUTE TO BIRDIE KYLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, in the
rush to greatness upon which many of
us embark in this city, in the heat of

H3831

the TV camera lights, in the chaos of
clashing interests, it is important that
we pause and take stock of those who
brought us here, keep us here, and help
make us. So this evening I thank and I
pay respect to my long-time legislative
director Birdie Kyle who passed away
over our recent work period.

Birdie once wrote, “I am a native
West Virginian born in Fayette County
at MacDunn but raised up on Cabin
Creek in the coalfields. I was born in a
one-room abandoned boxcar. When I
was little, my older sister tormented
me when she felt like it by calling me
“Old Boxcar Bill.” I do not remember
which made me the madder, being re-
minded that I was born in a boxcar or
being called Bill when I was a girl.
Probably both.”

That was Birdie Kyle writing for
West Virginia’s Goldenseal Magazine in
1980.

Well, Boxcar Bill traveled far from
her humble beginnings, but she never
lost sight of the hills of home or the
people there.

Birdie Kyle, a true coal miner’s
daughter, a native West Virginian in
every sense, served West Virginia and
our Nation in the Congress for more
than 3 decades. Birdie served with me
since 1989, and I appreciate deeply her
loyalty and dedication. Before that,
she spent most of her career with the
late Senator Jennings Randolph.

Her mainstay of work for the Senator
and for me was education. For Birdie,
education was not a part of one’s life.
It was life itself. Teachers captivated
her. Students compelled her.

Books were with her always, from
her earliest moments to her latest
nights. If books were her backbone,
words were her blood. She was the
mother of wordsmiths and, boy, could
she make me sound good.

Birdie’s letters, more often than not,
prompted replies, and I got more kudos
from her letters than anything.

Her list of legislative responsibilities
in my office over the years reads like a
record of the republic itself: Education
to health care, the Postal Service to
the Middle East. As one person who
called to express their sympathy said,
““She knew everything and everybody.”

How true. She could converse on
every subject, but that was not her
most unique attribute. She did not care
if one was king or commoner. She was
going to sway you to her belief before
you left the building, and most of the
time she did.

Will there ever be another Birdie
Kyle? No. Can one person fill her
shoes? No.

Birdie was, in addition, the poet lau-
reate of the office. Each Christmas and
on my birthday she composed wonder-
ful verses that not only made me feel
special but it was so wonderful I start-
ed believing it.

She gave me my voice on many
issues, issues of life and death, on
wealth and poverty, on education and
ignorance, health care and child care.

Her deep compassion infected us all.
In a city where a lot of people can
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make a buck off an issue, Birdie poured
her heart and soul into those issues and
sought nothing in return.

Her family, her mother, her sisters,
her children, and grandson all meant
everything to Birdie. In fact, I think
she would have liked to adopt me be-
cause sometimes she thought I needed
a mom in town, and she was probably
right.

Each time that she came in to see me
in my office to offer her advice and
wisdom, she would tap lightly on my
door. No one else ever did that. I knew
that I was either in trouble for a vote
I had cast on the floor that day con-
trary to her suggestions, or I was in
store for a witty argument on an up-
coming vote in this body.

There will be many days and many
nights ahead when I will miss that tap-
ping at my door, but I will have many
years of memories, many years of good
counsel and many years of friendship
upon which to reflect and rely.

Washington is a city of monuments
hewn of stone and sewn with mortar.
We can admire these great people and
we should, but Washington is also the
city that spreads forth the ray of hope
for our Nation and our world. Birdie
Kyle spent her life igniting that hope.

I was honored to know and work with
Birdie. Without her, I would not have
been as good a representative nor as
good a person as I am. Many of us in
this body can say that about our staff.

About right now, somebody up there
in heaven is getting a morning briefing
from Birdie, and I am sure it is not a
pretty sight with all that needs to be
righted in the world. We all know that
heaven is in good hands with Birdie
Kyle up there at the helm.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——
0 1915

SALVATION ARMY DISCRIMI-
NATING AGAINST GAYS AND
LESBIANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor this evening because of a
shocking story that appeared on the
front page of the Washington Post this
morning about a secret deal between,
of all people, of all organizations, the
Salvation Army, to support charitable
choice in exchange for the issuance of a
White House regulation, OMB Circular
No. A-102, that would deny assistance
to States or localities that require reli-
gious charities to adhere to their non-
discrimination laws as they apply to
gay men and women. Now, of course,
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these nondiscrimination laws have to
do with the activities of these religious
charities that do not relate to their re-
ligions.

A political deal should be beneath
the dignity of the Salvation Army,
given its long Christian heritage, not
to mention the President of the United
States. It is a deal to discriminate
under the table.

According to the lead document, this
cannot be done in the legislative proc-
ess very easily, so they had to do it by
regulation. Charitable choice already
contains a fatal flaw, because, as put
forward by the administration, it
would allow a religious organization to
discriminate using government money
by requiring people it hires to do a gov-
ernment task to be of their religion.
That is a direct violation of Title VI
and of the Constitution of the United
States.

I am a former Chair of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission. I
strongly support an exemption in the
law that I administered, Title VII,
which allows a religious denomination
an exemption to the antidiscrimination
law in hiring people of their own reli-
gion with their own money. But we
cannot give the Baptists and the
Lutherans and the Catholics and the
Jews our money and say you can dis-
criminate when you perform services in
our name. That is already a problem
with the bill.

But in order to make it perfectly
clear, in case that does not survive,
that at least people who are gay and
lesbian should not be discriminated
against, this would be done by regula-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, why the Salvation
Army would engage in this deal is real-
ly perplexing. The Salvation Army al-
ready gets $300 million in funds from
the Federal Government to do their
wonderful work. They get it because
they abide by government regulations
that say when you use government
money, you cannot proselytize, you
cannot engage in religion, because this
is America, and this is what we have
stood for, for everybody. So they al-
ready get money, just like Catholic
charities and just like Lutheran char-
ities and just like Jewish charities all
get money, and they have accepted it,
and I hope they will continue to get it
on the basis that everybody else who
does the government’s work accepts it,
and that is as long as we are doing the
government’s work, then your money
is the public money, and we cannot dis-
criminate against anybody when giving
those services.

This body has already a long history
of discriminating against gays and les-
bians in the District of Columbia, be-
cause whenever there is anything in
our law that allows equal protection
for people of a different sexual orienta-
tion, then somebody hops up here and
tries, and often succeeds, in over-
turning the law. Now we are trying to
do to do what you do to the District of
Columbia to hundreds of localities and
States in the United States.
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I hope everybody understands what it
feels like to intrude in the affairs of
local jurisdictions in a federalist soci-
ety, a society where we say, look, dif-
ferent strokes for different folks. Some
of us behave one way with respect to
our laws, others another way. Some
people have chosen to protect gay men
and lesbians against discrimination,
and I say God bless them. In the 21st
century we should not be discrimi-
nating against any Americans based on
a characteristic that has nothing to do
with performance. Sexual orientation
has nothing to do with performance,
and the last people, the last organiza-
tions who should be engaged in such
discrimination are organizations that
go by the name ‘‘Christian,” and the
Salvation Army should be ashamed of
itself that it has been caught red-hand-
ed on the front page of the Washington
Post in the column where you put war
and peace. Thank God that they were
exposed.

———

NATURAL RESOURCES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am a
little surprised by the previous speaker
and her unrelenting attack against the
Salvation Army. She apparently got
the merits for this attack from one
newspaper article. I have heard the
gentlewoman previously speak from
here. I think she is well-educated. She
comes generally with numerous
sources when she speaks. That is why 1
am very surprised that she takes one
newspaper article and launches an at-
tack against the Salvation Army,
which I would like to say to the gentle-
woman has helped millions and mil-
lions of people throughout the history
of this country. I think such an attack
is unfounded, and I think you should
hear the other side of the story.

I would advise the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia to imme-
diately go to a TV, turn on CNN on the
half-hour, or some other broadcast, and
she will find that the other side of the
story has come out. In fact, I just spent
some time, I was not looking for the
story, I was grabbing a snack and
watching the other side of the story
being played out, and once the gentle-
woman sees that, she will moderate the
comments against the Salvation Army.

I do not disagree with her point, I
want to make this clear to the gentle-
woman. I do not think any kind of se-
cret deal should be made. But I do not
think the Salvation Army went out
and made a secret deal to discriminate
against people, contrary to the laws of
the United States. And I think that in
all fairness to the Salvation Army, as
well as the President of the United
States, that both sides of the story
should be read, both sides of the story
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should be analyzed, and then the con-
cluding remarks that the gentlewoman
has could then be made on the House
floor.

Now, that is not the purpose of my
comments this evening. My real focus
this evening is on natural resources.
But before we go to natural resources,
I want to spend a couple of moments
also on the comments of another
speaker.

Unfortunately, as my colleagues
know, we have one speaker at a time.
We only have one speaker at a time
that gets the opportunity up here. So I
have heard some of these, and I heard
another attack regarding the energy
situation in the State of California. So
I want to reiterate a couple of points
that I think are important for the en-
ergy situation that we have in Cali-
fornia.

Remember that the energy crisis
that exists in California does not exist
in 50 States. In fact, in 49 of the 50
States, they are not having the kind of
problems that California is having. In
other words, the problems in California
are as a result of a combination of a
number of different factors that have
come into play, not the least of which
is that the State of California has re-
fused to help itself, has refused to help
itself, by allowing power plants to be
built over the last 10 years, by allowing
natural gas transmission lines to go
into their State, by allowing electrical
transmission lines to go into their
State.

California has paid a very dear price.
Of all 50 States out there, of all 50
States, California has been the lead
State opposing any kind of energy
transmission in their State, opposing
power plants. They are the ones where
the old saying, ‘“Not in my backyard,”
it is out of that State that that came.

So I do not think a speaker, I do not
think one should stand up here and
make California look like some poor
innocent victim in the Western United
States who somehow is picked out of 50
States and is the only State in the
kind of crisis they are in, and then
have one stand up here and accuse the
power companies of theft. I do not
know whether there has been theft or
not, but let me tell you, the problem is
much broader than a power company
like Duke Energy.

The problem that you have got out
there is you have to face a couple reali-
ties. Number one, conservation is abso-
lutely critical, and it is going to be a
critical component about how Cali-
fornia, and, frankly, the rest of the Na-
tion, can avoid getting into the same
spot that California got into by adopt-
ing some pretty simple methods of con-
servation.

Conservation does not mean you have
to suffer in your life-style. There are a
lot of very simple things that you can
do in your life-style that do not give
you a negative impact, that do not
serve as an inconvenience for you. Just
think of them: Shut the lights off when
you leave the room; make sure your
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fan is turning in a clockwise fashion in
the summer; make sure you change
your oil when the owner’s manual tells
you to change the oil on your car, in-
stead of being marketed into changing
your oil every 3,000 miles by the quick-
lubes. There are a lot of things we can
consider. Conservation is very critical
for California.

The second thing that is very critical
for California is you have got to get
over that habit, I guess you would say,
or almost an idealism that you have
locked into, and that is ‘“‘not in my
backyard.” In other words, let the
other 49 States build the power plants,
let the other 49 States worry about
electrical transmission lines, let the
other 49 States worry about natural
gas exploration and oil exploration, et
cetera, et cetera. You cannot do that,
California. California, you are going to
have to help yourself. You are going to
have to help pull yourself up by the
bootstraps.

Now, let me say, I am a fan of Cali-
fornia. I like the State of California,
and California is a State. We have 50
States. We are unified like brothers
and sisters. We should not abandon
California. I do not think we should
stand up here and bash California.

But we need to be frank with each
other. California, quit pointing the fin-
ger at everybody else. California, quit
saying it is everybody else’s fault. You
know what you need to do is help pull
yourself up by your own bootstraps.
And we should help, too. I do not think
California should be left to die on the
vine out there, so to speak.

California, after all, if it were a coun-
try, it would be the seventh most pow-
erful country in the world. It is huge in
economics for this country, and every
State of the Union is dependent upon
good economic health in the State of
California. But I think it is grossly un-
fair for any of my colleagues to stand
up here and make it sound like it is
everybody’s fault but California’s, and
that everybody ought to pitch in but
California, and that California has been
abused here and California has been
abused there.

There are a lot of good minds in Cali-
fornia, and a lot of those people will
say, you know, we have to have con-
servation, number one; and, number
two, we have got to have power plants.

The fact is we need electricity in our
everyday lives. We need oil. We need
gas. We need it in a balanced fashion.
And, to California’s credit, although in
many cases they may have gone over-
board, in many cases California has
been the leading State in demanding
that the energy production be clean
production, in demanding that we have
higher efficiencies, and, to California’s
credit, just here in the last month or 2
months, California is responding to
conservation. My understanding is
their conservation has resulted in
about a 10 percent decrease in the de-
mand for energy that that State is hav-
ing.

So, the only reason I am making my
comments, which are a little off the
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subject of which I wanted to talk about
this evening, water, although when we
talk about water, we are going to talk
about energy and the renewable energy
of water and its resource, my purpose
in commenting is I just think some-
body has to stand up here when some of
my colleagues take this microphone
and talk about ‘“‘poor old California’
and how it is everybody else’s fault.

You know, California, what you try
to do, I will tell you what got Cali-
fornia in this mess. They had a new
theory of deregulation, and they went
out to the customers in California and
said, we will keep your price the same,
no matter what happens out here in the
market. We will buy on the spot mar-
ket, and, regardless of what happens,
the average will always allow us, even
though it goes up and down, the aver-
age line in there will always allow you
to be sold power at the same price.
Something for nothing. That is exactly
what they promised, something for
nothing.

For a little while it worked. Forty-
nine other States did not adopt that
policy. Forty-nine other States did not
think they could get something for
nothing. Forty-nine other States al-
lowed power production to be built in
their State. Forty-nine other States al-
lowed electrical transmission lines.
Forty-nine other States allowed nat-
ural gas transmission lines. But Cali-
fornia thought they discovered some-
thing new, and that is by denial, by
guaranteeing flat rates, and by shoving
the obligations on the other 49 States,
they thought they could sail through
this, and they have not been able to.

Now, what is happening out there, I
think that the Governor finally, I no-
tice a couple of weeks ago he went over
and cut the ribbon for a new power gen-
eration facility. Finally they are going
to allow some generation to be built in
that State. Finally this ‘“‘not in my
own backyard” is going to be adjusted,
not eliminated, because I do not think
it should be put in every backyard, but
it is going to be adjusted, and Cali-
fornia is going to get back on its feet.

I do not think California is in for the
kind of crisis that some people on this
floor think it is going to be in for. It
has been a good lesson not just for the
State of California, but a good lesson
for all 50 States, that, look, we need to
plan for our future. We have an obliga-
tion to have some kind of vision into
the future, to talk about what the en-
ergy needs are not only of today’s gen-
eration, but what we can do for energy
for tomorrow’s generation, and that
means serious discussions on alter-
native energy, although, as you know
right now, do not be led down the path
that alternative energy today is the
answer.

If you took all the alternative energy
in the world, all of the alternative en-
ergy in the world, and devoted every
bit of it to the United States, it only
supplies 3 percent of our needs.
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So do not exaggerate what alter-
native energy can do for us today. But
we should focus on what alternative
energy can do for us tomorrow. All 50
States should do this. What happened
in California was a warning shot to the
entire Nation, and that is, we need to
have an energy policy. That is exactly
what has been missing here in the last
few years. During the Clinton adminis-
tration we had zero energy policy.

I am very interested, by the way, to
read the newspapers. I cannot find a
newspaper, and maybe there is one out
there, maybe the Wall Street Journal,
but I cannot find much coverage or any
kind of criticism of the Clinton admin-
istration for not having an energy pol-
icy for the last 8 years. But we can
pick up any newspaper on a daily basis
and see criticism against the current
administration because they are trying
to develop an energy policy.

We need to put all of these things on
the table. We need to discuss and de-
bate and analyze exactly what it is
that we have put on that table. We
need to add things or take things off.
But in the end we need a product that
is called an energy policy that will
allow us and instill upon us a vision for
the future of this country, that will
allow us to avoid the very kind of crisis
that California got into, that will allow
us less dependency on foreign oil.

But we will not get that without
some type of policy, and we will not
come to that policy without some kind
of debate. But instead, they are criti-
cizing the debate; instead they are
criticizing the administration in trying
to put an energy policy together to put
some ideas on the table and let us have
discussions on this floor. Do not con-
tinually, colleagues, come to this floor
and criticize. Everybody is to blame for
California. Do not come to this floor,
colleagues, and try and let all of us be-
lieve that the answer to this, the sole
answer to this, is alternative energy or
more conservation. All of those factors
have to come together for the answer
that we need.

As much as you want to deny it, the
fact is we are going to have to have
more electrical generations. I think we
are going to be responsive to that. In
fact, in the rest of the Nation, in the
other 49 States we are going to have a
number of States that will have an
electrical glut in about a year. Part of
the problem is we do not have the elec-
trical transmission lines to move that
electricity. But my point is this, and
that is that it is unfair for my good
colleague from the State of California
to speak at this microphone and act as
if California’s problems belong to the
energy companies in the other 49
States. This was a problem that was
brought upon themselves. It is a prob-
lem that all of us should help them get
out of, but they have got to lead. They
have got to have a little self-help. They
have got to pull themselves up by their
own bootstraps. And for the rest of us,
colleagues, we have to sit down and
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work with the administration and
come up with an energy policy that
gives us vision for the future.

Let me move from that subject to an-
other subject. A subject that is near
and dear to my heart. It is going to be
a boring subject to my colleagues. I
know that many of you will probably
find yourself snoring or not find this of
particular interest, because it is about
water.

Water is one of the most wonderful
things of our life. It is one of the more
wonderful creations of God, if one be-
lieves in God, which I do. It is some-
thing that obviously we all know sus-
tains life. It sustains a number of dif-
ferent factors in life.

Water is pretty boring. Why? Because
we have been blessed in most cases
with plenty of water. As long as water
runs out of the faucet, as long as the
toilet flushes, as long as there is drink-
ing water out of the sink it is not such
a big issue. It is when it stops that all
of the sudden it becomes a big issue.

Just the same as energy, I think we
need to have a vision for water in the
future. Frankly, we have had from the
generations and generations of people
that have preceded us, we have seen vi-
sion for water. We have seen different
types of utilizations of water and dif-
ferent planning for water for future
generations. But in order for us to con-
tinue that kind of vision, we need to
understand what water is about and
what it has that is so valuable to our
everyday lives.

So I thought I would start out and
visit just a little about the importance
of our water.

Let me say, first of all, in the State
capital, my district is obviously in Col-
orado, my district is the highest dis-
trict in the Nation, so I am at the high-
est elevation in the Nation. Up in my
district, it snows year-round up on top
of those mountain peaks. It is cold up
there. It gets high. That is where a lot
of this Nation’s water comes from, are
off the mountain peaks in my congres-
sional district. So I think I know a lit-
tle about water.

In our State capitol of the State of
Colorado, if any of my colleagues ever
have an opportunity to go visit, go
take a look at it. It is a beautiful
building to start off with, but it has a
number of different murals throughout
the capitol building. Do you know what
you see in every mural in the State
capitol building in Colorado? Some-
where in that mural, you will see
water, because water is the lifeblood in
the West. Water is the lifeblood every-
where; but in the West, we are in a
unique part of this Nation. There is a
distinct difference between the eastern
United States and the western United
States.

Mr. Speaker, one-half of the Nation
is blessed with a lot of water. In fact,
in the eastern United States, you see
lawsuits or disagreements about: hey,
put that water on my neighbor’s land.
I do not want that water. In the West,
the suits are just the opposite. In the
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West, there are range wars fought, not
only over sheep and cattle, but over
water. They say water out there in the
West does run like blood, and it is
fought over with blood, and that it is
as valuable as blood. That is the impor-
tance of water in the West; and there is
a distinction, as I said.

But in the State capitol there in Col-
orado, there is this language: ‘‘Here is
a land where life is written in Water.
The West is where the Water was and is
Father and Son of old Mother and
Daughter following Rivers up immen-
sities of Range and Desert, thirsting
the Sundown ever crossing a hill to
climb a hill still Drier, naming tonight
a City by some River a different Name
from last night’s camping Fire. Look
to the Green within the Mountain cup;
Look to the Prairie parched for Water
lack; Look to the Sun that pulls the
Oceans up; Look to the Cloud that
gives the oceans back. Look to your
Heart and may your Wisdom grow to
power of Lightning and to peace of
Snow.”” That is Thomas Hornsby Ferril.

That is a saying in our capitol. That
is why water is so critical.

Let us look over a few statistics that
are important. First of all, the inter-
esting thing that I found about water,
if we look at all of the water in the
world, all of the water in the world, 97
percent of the water is the salt water;
97 percent. So only 3 percent of the
water we have in the world is drinking-
type of water, is nonsalt water, is clear
water. And of the remaining 3 percent,
if we took 75 percent of that 3 percent,
that is all tied up in the ice caps up in
the polar ice caps. So when we take a
look at the amount of water worldwide,
without the technological advances
that perhaps the future will bring us
for salinity and desalinization, we find
that there is not really a large amount
of water that we can use out of that big
pot of water out there.

When we take a look at our country,
we can see that stream flow in the
United States; and as I said earlier,
there is a difference between the east-
ern United States and the western
United States, but 73 percent of the
stream flow in the United States is in
the eastern United States. It is not in
the western United States. So we have
73 percent in the East, and then in the
Pacific Northwest we have another 12
percent, and then the rest of the West,
which makes up over half of the Na-
tion. Remember, the West is vast in
quantity of land. If we take the West,
minus the Pacific Northwest, which
consists of more than half of the Na-
tion, we have 14 percent of the Nation’s
water. So in other words, more than
half of the Nation has 14 percent of the
water to provide life. That is pretty
amazing.

So we should understand that it is
important that our water does not
come on a consistent basis and it does
not come in the same amount of quan-
tity every year, year after year. In
fact, day after day, the quantity of
water that we have varies in the West,
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and it is not at all consistent. Some
years we have great snowfall; but it
gets too warm in the spring too early,
and it runs off before we can use it.
Some winters we do not get great
snowfall, so we have drought. In much
of the West right now we are facing
drought conditions.

The critical issue to remember about
the West when we talk about water is
that in the West, we have to store our
water. We are going to talk about the
mighty Colorado River. The State of
Colorado is called the ‘“Mother State of
Rivers,” and we will go into that. It
has four major rivers that come out of
Colorado. In fact, the Colorado River
out of the State of Colorado provides
drinking water for 25 million people, 25
million people. So my good friends in
Phoenix or Las Vegas or Tucson, you
are totally dependent upon the Colo-
rado River. In Los Angeles, you are al-
most totally dependent on the Colo-
rado River.

The thing to keep in mind is that in
the West, since we do not have con-
sistent rainfall, we have very low rain-
fall. In fact, in the State of Colorado,
we get about 16 inches a year, 16 inches
a year. In some of the communities
here, they get 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 18 inches in
a heavy rain storm in a day, and that
is pretty remarkable. So in the West,
we have to be able to store our water,
because when we do have a lot of
water, we do have a lot of water during
one period of time generally, and that
is called spring runoff. When the high
snows come into the mountains in the
wintertime and it accumulates and ac-
cumulates and accumulates, and then
in the springtime, when the flowers
start to pop up, everything starts to
green, the snow starts to melt, and
very rapidly, and for about 30 to 90
days, for about 30 to 90 days, really
probably 30 to 60 days, we have all the
water we need in the West. It is called
the spring runoff. We have all the
water we need. But the problem is, for
the balance of the year, we do not.
That is in part one of the reasons we
need to store our water in the West,
why we need to have dams in the West.

Now, in the East there are some rad-
ical environmental organizations,
Earth First and some of the groups like
that. Frankly, the national Sierra
Club, which has never supported a
water storage project in the history of
that organization, they would like to
make people in the East believe that in
the West, a dam is an abuse of the envi-
ronment, that these dams are nothing
but atrocious toys for construction
companies. We are totally dependent in
the West.

Mr. Speaker, any family or friends
that we have in the West, they are to-
tally dependent on our capability to
store water. By the way, you know
when the first dam was that we could
find on the Colorado River? One thou-
sand years ago. One thousand years ago
the Anasazi Indians down at Mesa
Verde, Mesa Table, Verde Green, the
Green Table, down in Mesa Verde we
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found proof that the Anasazi Indians
were the first ones to come up with a
dam; and they had reservoirs and they
had canals, and then the Indian tribe,
the Anasazis went extinct. We think
the reason they went extinct was be-
cause they did not have enough runoff
to store the water. So after hundreds of
years, a period of time, the Anasazi
goes out, we think the reason they be-
came extinct was because of the lack of
water.

So those are some very interesting
things. Let us look very quickly here,
I covered here pretty much, so I think
this is the critical point here: there is
only 14 percent of the total stream flow
to be shared by 14 States which make
up over half of the Nation’s land use.

Now, let us talk, just for a moment,
because I think this next chart I want
to show really was stunning to me. I
found it fascinating. I had no idea how
much water is required in our everyday
life. I am not talking about showers or
using the restroom or drinking water. I
am talking about water for agri-
culture.

0O 1945

This is about water for agriculture. I
watched with some interest the fact
that out in the West the Federal Gov-
ernment has shut down farmers be-
cause they need to protect the sucker
fish. I do not know enough about the
dispute to argue on either side of that,
but it has been on the national news
the last few days. Watch and see how
critical that issue becomes. It is crit-
ical for life out there in the West.

Look at this chart. See if the Mem-
bers are as interested in this as I am.
Direct use of the water. This is water
we would use every day. The average
person uses two gallons to drink and
cook in, two gallons of water.

Imagine, at the grocery store, we all
have an idea what a gallon of milk jug
looks like. Two of those are necessary
just for the drinking and cooking. For
flushing the toilet for one’s own per-
sonal use, we need about five to seven
of those gallons of water.

We have the grocery cart. We have
two gallons for drinking and cooking.
Now we have to put six, between five
and seven, so say six more gallons for
the use of the toilet. If we do wash that
day we will have to put 20 more gallons
into the shopping cart.

Now it is time for a second shopping
cart. If we use the dishwasher that day,
we will need 25 more gallons into that
shopping cart. Then, if we take a show-
er because we sweated so much from
putting all of that water into the shop-
ping carts, it is another nine gallons.

Now take a look at what growing
food takes, because growing food is
what uses the most water. But what is
the most beautiful aspect of water?
What is the key ingredient of water? It
is a renewable resource. One person’s
waste is another person’s water.

I remember years ago in Colorado
when they came out and said that what
we need to do, they demand that we go
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and lay concrete in all the ditches; line
the ditches, because that water seeping
into the ground is a huge waste of
water.

Do Members know what happens
when we line a ditch and stop the seep-
age of the water within that ditch? We
may be drying up a spring of somebody
3 miles away. Unfortunately, Mr.
Speaker, we do not have the tech-
nology today to look underneath the
Earth and see where every little vein of
water goes and how it connects.

The generations that will follow us
will find it fascinating, because they
will have the technological apparatus
to take a look and say, gosh, this ditch
provides for this spring, which is 10
miles away, and this aquifer, which has
been under the ground for thousands of
years, it provides a stream to this aqui-
fer which connects over here and pops
up in a spring somewhere. Those are
the kinds of things that this future
generation will be able to see that we
cannot see today.

But what we do know today is that
water is, number one, renewable. It is
not like gasoline, where we use a gal-
lon of gasoline and it is gone forever. It
is not like natural gas, where we turn
on the heater and bring the natural gas
through. It is gone forever. It is not
like nuclear with uranium, it is gone.
Water is renewable, and that is why it
is so important.

Take a look. Most of the use of water
is in agriculture. Now, it is interesting
to me. In fact, I had the privilege, real-
ly the privilege, of being up in Jackson
Hole, Wyoming. I happen to think I
have the prettiest district in the Na-
tion. I have resorts, Aspen, Durango, I
have all the Rockies, almost all the
mountains in Colorado, but Jackson
Hole comes pretty close.

I was up in Jackson Hole. It was just
beautiful, gorgeous. Of course, there is
the national park, Yellowstone, the
Teton National Park. I would love to
discuss, and I intend to one of these
nights soon, talk about the national
parks and how important the national
parks are for our Nation, and how
many millions of people enjoy our na-
tional parks every year.

But what was interesting is that we
were looking out at Jackson Lake,
which is north of Jackson Hole. As we
were looking out there, they have a
dam on Jackson Lake. That is what
created the lake was the dam. I was lis-
tening. Somebody said, ‘“Well, the un-
fortunate thing about this dam is that
the Idaho farmers, the Idaho farmers
get the top 36 feet. They get the first 36
feet of storage. It is let out into the
Snake River and it goes to the farmers
in Idaho. That is really bad.”’

I thought, bad? This person is prob-
ably going to eat a potato for lunch.
This person was probably going to eat
lots of agricultural products during her
day that were provided by water. Agri-
culture is not a bad thing, but we have
to make the connection. We could not
have a lot of agriculture in the West if
we did not have the water storage to
provide for it.
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In fact, what we would do is have
very, very little agriculture in the
West, very little way to sustain life in
the West. The same thing with the
Anasazi 1,000 years ago. When they ran
out of the capability to have water for
storage, the storage would not hold
enough for them, they became extinct.
That is why water is so important.
That is why, when we look at a dam,
we should look at what all it provides.

Take a look at agriculture. This is
amazing. One loaf of bread, I will bet
Members did not know this, one loaf of
bread, from the time we cultivate the
soil to raise the wheat and to be able to
process the wheat, to be able to turn it
into a loaf of bread, we will have gone
through 150 gallons of water, 150 gal-
lons of water. That is what is necessary
to have the final product of one loaf of
bread.

One egg, this is almost unbelievable,
120 gallons for one egg. We have to
raise the chicken, give the chicken
water, the chicken has to have the
water on a regular basis, the egg has to
be cleaned and processed, there is
water within the egg, et cetera, et
cetera. It is 120 gallons.

To produce one quart of milk, we
have to have 223 gallons of water; for
one quart of milk, one quart, 223 gal-
lons; for a pound of tomatoes, 125 gal-
lons; a pound of oranges, 47 gallons; a
pound of potatoes, 23 gallons.

So here is what happens, just so we
have a comparison here. If we put 50
glasses of water, 50 of these glasses of
water out, of these, how were they
used? Forty-four glasses of that would
be used for agriculture, for our food
products, 44 of those 50 glasses. Three
glasses would be used by industry, two
glasses would be used by cities, and
half a glass would be used in the coun-
try for rural areas. Water is critical.
Mr. Speaker, this gives us somewhat of
an idea of just how important it is for
all of us in our everyday life.

Let me focus us back, Mr. Speaker,
to the State of Colorado, because Colo-
rado is a very unique State. As I said,
it is the highest point in the Nation. It
is also the only State in the Nation out
of 50 States whereupon all of its water
runs out. It has no incoming water for
its use that comes into the State of
Colorado. It all goes out. This gives an
idea of the quantity of water that goes
out of Colorado, the average annual
outflow of major rivers through 1985.

Now, this chart is old, so these num-
bers are off a little, but they are not off
by a lot. They are still pretty close.
These are acre feet. An acre foot is how
much water it would take to put one
foot of water on an acre of land for 1
year, 4,540,000 acre feet right out of the
Colorado River.

Up here off the Yampa River in the
green, 1,576,000. Every point that we see
here, here is the South Platte that goes
into Nebraska, almost 400,000 acre feet
of water. Down here on the Arkansas
River, 133,000 acre feet. Over here on
the Animas River, 700,000 acre feet.
Here, of course, is the mighty Colo-
rado.
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This chart right here, Mr. Speaker,
gives us an idea of the State of Colo-
rado, which is a critical State for the
West. Of all of the States in the West,
I cannot think of any State that is
more important for the water supply of
the West. Remember, this is not just
water for agriculture but it is water for
hydropower, hydroelectric, whether
Lake Mead or Lake Powell, Glen Can-
yon or the Hoover Dam, water for
recreation, et cetera. Here Colorado is
the key State because of its high ele-
vation, because of its snowfall, which
provides the flow of water.

Colorado is really divided here into
four major water basins: the Missouri;
here we have the South Platte River;
the Arkansas, we have the Arkansas
River that goes through here. We also
have down in here the Rio Grande, the
Rio Grande River, which goes down
near Alamosa, Colorado. Here on the
Western side of the State we have the
mighty Colorado River.

Remember that, regarding the rivers
in the West, as well as in the East, in
the old days we used to have to live
close to the rivers, but as man has
evolved with technology, we can live
further and further away from the riv-
ers. So while the Colorado River, of
which 70 percent of the water within
that river basin is provided by the
State of Colorado, and by the way, the
Colorado River is one of the longest
rivers in the Nation, but because of the
technology, that water is moved.

For example, in Colorado it is moved
from the western part of the State, my
district, which has 80 percent of the
water resources. There is a good quan-
tity of water that is moved from our
part of the State to the eastern part of
the State, which has 80 percent of the

population.
It is the same thing in Arizona. We
have the Central Arizona Water

Project, where we move water away
from the basin into the cities, like
Phoenix and Tucson or Los Angeles.
We have the water project down in Los
Angeles. So we move water from these
basins. We have to have the capability
to divert.

This real quickly just gives us an
idea. I mentioned that the Colorado
River is one of the longest rivers in the
Nation. This gives us an idea.

Now, out here we have the Gulf of
California, but in actuality most of the
water that is left, when it enters Mex-
ico near Baja, it is used by the country
of Mexico.

It is interesting that when the Colo-
rado River was first divided up, they
figured there were about 15 million
acre feet of water a year that came
down the Colorado River, 15 million
acre feet. So they divided it, and in
about 1922 they had what they called
the Colorado River Compact. That is a
very important compact for the West,
and probably of all the water compacts
in the West, that is the most critical.
It divided what we called the Upper
Basin States and the Lower Basin
States. The Upper Basin got 7% million
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acre feet, and the Lower Basin got 7%
million acre feet of water every year.

But unfortunately, when those cal-
culations were made, they were made
when we had a very unusual year. We
had the highest flow in any number of
years. They were recorded at the high-
est record of flow. So in fact, we really
do not produce 15 million acre feet of
water on an average year out of the
Colorado, which means that a lot of the
Colorado River water is overappro-
priated.

Now, on top of the 15 million acre
feet, here is an interesting story for us.
In World War II, the United States was
concerned, as was the country of Mex-
ico, that the Japanese would try and
invade the United States through the
country of Mexico. So the Mexican au-
thorities and the United States, the
American authorities, got together.
Mexico wanted the defense of their
country. The Americans did not want
the Japanese in Mexico, so the Ameri-
cans agreed to supply reinforcements
or troops to the country of Mexico to
defend Mexico if the Japanese invaded.

The Mexican government, being the
better negotiator of the two, said that
we should want to keep the Japanese
out of their country, and it is nice of us
to protect them, but we ought to give
them something for it, like 1% million
acre feet of the Colorado River.

So that is exactly what happened. In
1944, the United States government
agreed to give the country of Mexico
1.5 million acre feet, 750,00 from the
Lower Basin States, 750,0000 from the
Upper Basin States, of the surplus wa-
ters. Of course, there is a dispute over
“surplus,” which is going on between
the Upper Basin States and Lower
Basin States.

They are getting too technical right
now, my comments, but suffice it to
say that the Colorado River Compact is
really the point I want to make here.
That is what has taken one of the long-
est rivers of the Nation and has divided
it between the States that benefit from
it. The Colorado River supplies drink-
ing water for about 25 million people.

One of the first people to explore, and
we have all heard this name before, was
John Wesley Powell. He explored. This,
of course, had been discovered before
by the Spanish, by the Anasazis, et
cetera, et cetera, but John Wesley
Powell and his party mapped and ex-
plored the Colorado River.

They used wooden boats, and Mr.
Speaker, I am sure some of my col-
leagues have rafted in Colorado. We
think we have some of the best rafting,
if not the best rafting, in the Nation. It
is pretty scary. Imagine before those
rivers were controlled by dams, before
we had flood control, imagine the kind
of rafts back then. They were big wood-
en barges, as we would see them today.
That is what he went down on.

Think of the disease and unknown
territory. In fact, some of them prob-
ably still believed the Earth was flat.
It was a pretty challenging thing. You
died at a young age if you wanted to go
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out and explore the West. But John
Powell and his parties did exactly that.
In 1869 he described the roil and boil of
the rivers that pass through the
treacherous passages, like the Grand
Canyon, and the hard labor of the boat
crews just to keep it going.

But John Wesley Powell mapped the
Colorado River, and talked in his jour-
nal, in his diaries, and explained much
of what he saw in the Colorado River.
The result of the Colorado River, by
the way, is what has provided absolute
beauty, the Grand Canyon and the can-
yons in Utah.

Mr. Speaker, if Members have never
been out to the West, go to Colorado
first, and of course spend money in the
Third District, but go little further
West and go into Utah and see those
gorgeous canyons. Go into Arizona and
see exactly what this mighty river has
carved over all of these hundreds and
thousands of years.

Here is a good example. The Colorado
River carved many of the gorges and
canyons in the Colorado plateau. Dead
Horse Point State Park in eastern
Utah preserves the natural state of Me-
ander Canyon, aptly named for the fan-
tastic twists and turns the river etched
into the soft sedimentary rock of the
plateau.

When Members stand from this posi-
tion, where my pointer is, and they
look out, these are huge canyon walls.
We can see where the river is from the
green that goes through, that cuts
through all of this. This was all cut by
the Colorado River.
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It is a fabulous study, our history of
this Nation and what it has provided
for us. But it is also critical for the
life-style of the people out there.

Now, my colleagues will find that
there is focused attention on the West.
Remember that almost all of the Na-
tion’s public lands are in the Western
United States. They are not in the
Eastern United States. Let me very
quickly kind of give a brief history on
how that occurred.

When we first settled our country,
most of our population was on the east-
ern seaboard, and this country, this
United States of America, wanted to
grow. But back then, to grow, you had
to buy land. And if you bought the
land, the title did not mean much. If
you had a deed, you had a deed that
said, hey, you own the State of Colo-
rado or you own out there in the West
this chunk of land, these millions of
acres, but it did not mean much. The
only way that you could obtain your
land after you bought it was to get out
there with a six-shooter on your side
and possess the land. That is where the
saying came from, the old saying that
‘‘possession is nine-tenth’s of the law.”

That is exactly what happened that
created public lands in the West and al-
most no public lands in the East. Why?
Because our leaders in Washington,
D.C. knew we needed to settle the fron-
tier. We had gotten the Louisiana Pur-
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chase, we had gotten a number of other
lands, and we needed to somehow give
incentive to the population in the east
to go west. ““‘Go west, young man, go
west,” as the saying went. So they de-
cided to have land grants. They decided
to have the Homestead Act, where if a
person went out to Kentucky, and that
was west to them, Kentucky was west,
or go out to Missouri and Kansas and
even to eastern Colorado, 160 acres
back then could provide for a family.
So they gave this land to the citizens
of the United States who would go out
and occupy the land, or possess the
land on behalf of the United States of
America. And after so many years, 5 or
6 years of working that land, you would
own the land.

Well, the problem was when they got
to the Colorado Rockies, guess what
happened? One hundred sixty acres did
not even feed a cow. So they came back
to Washington and said people are
going west but when they hit the
mountains they are going around try-
ing to figure a way to get to the ocean
side, the Pacific Ocean, but they are
not staying in the mountains. How do
we get them there? Somebody said
maybe we should give them an equiva-
lent amount of land. We give 160 acres
in Kansas or even in eastern Colorado,
let us give them what it would take,
the equivalent amount of land, let us
say 3,000 acres in the mountains. Some-
body else said, no, no, we cannot politi-
cally do that. There is no way we could
give out 3,000 acres to a particular indi-
vidual and survive politically.

So somebody came up with the idea,
well, let us just go ahead in the west
and let us let the government go ahead
and hold the title in our name, the gov-
ernment’s name, and let the people use
the land. Let us have a concept called
multiple use, “‘a land of many uses.”
Let us have the West be a land of many
uses. That is how we can get around
that. We can get people to settle there.
We will say, look, you do not get to put
the land in your name, but you get to
use it for yourself.

Now, in recent times, that has been
misinterpreted in many cases by some
of the more extreme environmental
radicals in the country, who say, look,
the land in the West was intended to be
set aside for all future generations.
While we are comfortable here in the
East, they should set that land, those
public lands in the West, aside. And
they are doing the same Kkind of thing
for the water.

Clearly, we have to have a balance.
And thank goodness we had somebody
like Theodore Roosevelt, who took a
look at Yellowstone and with awe and
a great deal of thought and, frankly, a
great deal of brilliance put that into a
national park. We have wonderful na-
tional parks on those public lands. We
are pretty proud of those public lands.
My district has huge amounts of public
lands. But we have to be able to utilize
those public lands, and it is the same
thing with our rivers.

We have to have dams in the West.
My point in speaking tonight is not to
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just have my colleagues walk out of
here with some book knowledge on the
topic of water, but to understand the
difference between the Western United
States and the Eastern United States
when it comes to water and the neces-
sity of water resources and the neces-
sity to store water and the necessity to
use hydropower.

By the way, in all of our discussions,
especially of the last few months, when
we have had debates and so on about
the energy crisis, remember the clean-
est energy producer out there is water.
We do not need fuel to put water into
a hydroelectric facility. All we do is
take the energy of the water as it
drops, turn a turbine, and we create
electricity and then we can move the
electricity.

My real focus here this evening in
front of my colleagues, especially those
from the East, is to ask you to remem-
ber that life is different in the West.
Sure, we are all American citizens and
we are not saying we are being picked
upon but we are saying there is a dif-
ference. There is a difference between
night and day. A part of it is caused by
the fact that most of the public lands
are in the West. They are not here in
the East. It is very easy, colleagues, to
put regulations on us in the West, on
public lands, because those in the East
feel no pain. The East does not have
any public lands. Well, there are the
Appalachians, and a chunk down there
in the Everglades, but, in essence,
when we talk about public lands in the
East, we are talking about the local
courthouse or the property around the
courthouse.

When we talk about lands in the
West, we are talking about 98 percent
of some of our States, like Alaska. In
my State alone, in my district alone,
now get ahold of this, in my district I
have over 22 million acres of public
lands. And there is water on there. And
that water is absolutely essential, one,
for diversion, and, two, for the protec-
tion of the environment that we have.
But my focus here this evening is that
I hope, as my colleagues leave and that
as I conclude my remarks, that every-
one understands how important water
is in the West; that we are arid out
there in the West.

We have over half of the Nation’s
land in the Western United States, over
half of it, and we have 14 percent of the
water. That means that I think my col-
leagues have to approach us with a lit-
tle more open mind. When we talk
about water storage projects in the
West, when we are trying to stop a bill,
for example, backed by the national Si-
erra Club, that we understand their
number one goal is to take down Lake
Powell. Now, Lake Powell and Lake
Meade, those dams provide 80 percent
of the water storage for the West, yet
the national Sierra Club wants to take
out almost half, almost half of our
water storage in the West because they
do not like dams.

That is their number one goal. I am
not making this up. It is in their publi-
cations. Their president’s number one
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goal is to tear down Lake Powell, the
second largest recreational, just behind
Lake Mead for recreation, the second
largest recreational facility in the
West, despite the hydropower that it
produces, the amount of water it stores
for us out there. So, colleagues, when
the national Sierra Club comes and
talks to you and wants you to sign on
to taking down Lake Powell, please,
please understand that life in the West,
when it comes to water, when it comes
to public lands is different than back
here. Listen to our side of the story be-
fore you sign on to any of these bills
that take fairly dramatic steps not in
your area of the Nation but in our area
of the Nation.

Before you sign on as a sponsor or co-
sponsor, take a look at the impact it
creates on us. Take a look at what it
does to your colleagues; take a look at
the history of the Nation. I have 25
charts here that I can walk through de-
picting life in the West since the
Anasazi Indians and since the Spanish
explorers. We can walk through the
time of John Wesley Powell and about
how the West has managed those re-
sources. And with all due respect, I
would venture to say that many of us
in this room, many of my colleagues in
the room, especially those from the
East, have no idea of the Kkind of life-
style that is required in the West, and
the natural resources and our use of
the natural resources and our con-
servation of the natural resources.

So, please, colleagues, do not let
some of these organizations convince
you that all of a sudden you are an ex-
pert in western water law. Do not let
these experts or groups like the na-
tional Sierra Club convince you that
you should become an expert and co-
sponsor a bill to take down Lake Pow-
ell, which is exactly what they want to
do, or to stop the Animus La Plata
water project, which was promised to
the Native Americans 30 or 40 years
ago. Those issues are critical for us out
there. This is a Nation where the East-
ern United States should understand
the problems of the West and under-
stand that the water situation here is
different than our water situation back
there in the West.

My whole point here tonight is to tell
my colleagues that in the West, as they
say, our life is written in water and
water is so, so critical. It has all come
together. It all comes together when

we begin to understand the geo-
graphical conditions, the historical
conditions, the political conditions.

Then we begin to say, you know, there
is another side to this story that is im-
portant for all of us to understand.

Mr. Speaker, let me wrap up this por-
tion of my comments about water by
just simply reiterating one point, and
that is that there is a difference be-
tween the Eastern United States and
the Western United States when it
comes to natural resources. There is a
difference between the Eastern United
States and the Western United States
when it comes to public lands. There
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are very few public lands in the East-
ern United States. There are vast quan-
tities of public lands in the West.

The concept of multiple use, a land of
many uses, that is how I grew up. When
you would enter the government lands,
which we are completely surrounded in
my district, I have over 100 commu-
nities, I have a district larger than the
State of Florida, and every community
except one is completely surrounded by
public lands, and when we enter the na-
tional forest and so on, if any of my
colleagues have ever been out to the
national parks or public lands, it says
something like, ‘‘you are now entering
the White River National Forest.” And
there used to be a sign under that that
said, ‘“‘a land of many uses.” A land of
many uses.

Now we are seeing groups like the na-
tional Sierra Club or Earth First or
more radical environmental groups
coming out and saying they want to
take that sign, ‘“‘the land of many
uses,” they want to take it off and put
on a sign that says ‘‘no trespassing.”
And it is the same thing with our
water. The quickest way to drive peo-
ple out of the West is to cut off their
water. And it is not complicated. In the
Eastern United States it would be very
complicated to shut off the water. You
have a lot of it. It rains all the time. In
the West, all we have to do is take
down a couple of dams.

Go ahead, let the national Sierra
Club take down Lake Powell. You take
down Lake Powell, and you will shut
off a large portion of the west. You
would take away life, the human popu-
lation, and, by the way, a great deal of
vegetation and animal population out
there because we have been able to uti-
lize that water and store that water so
we can use it beyond the spring runoff.
So keep in mind in the west life is writ-
ten in water.

Let me use my final concluding re-
marks on a topic that is obviously to-
tally unrelated, but I want to go back
to my remarks at the beginning of this
and that is on this energy thing. By the
way, I heard some comments earlier
today that we have no free market in
the energy, that we need to have the
government run the energy business in
this country. Nothing would be worse
than inviting the government into our
front doors to begin running our en-
ergy companies for us. Nothing would
be worse than allowing the government
to intercede in the private market-
place.

Now, I am not speaking about stop-
ping antitrust, where intercession is
necessary. According to Adam Smith,
and he is right, a monopoly is a dan-
gerous tool to management. But to in-
tercede and to actually become almost
socialistic like, where we would have
the government supply the power and
the gasoline, and we would have the
government guarantee it will all come
at a reasonable price, we should not
buy into this concept that the govern-
ment is going to be able to give us
something for nothing.
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Take a look, for example, at the gov-
ernment’s intercession in lots of other
different programs. In almost every
case, when the government takes over
or begins to think that it can do better
than the private marketplace, we end
up with lots of regulation, we end up
with subsidies, and we never get some-
thing for nothing. This energy is a
problem that we all have to work
through.

The way we work through it is we
put several components together. One
of those critical components is con-
servation. Now, not every citizen can
go out and find natural gas, not every
citizen is going to be able to build a
transmission line out there, and not
every citizen can build a generation
plant, but one thing that every citizen
in our Nation can do is to help con-
serve. And if we want to keep the gov-
ernment out of our lives, we only need
to help conserve energy. Because the
more energy that we waste, the more
energy shortages we then have, the
more temptation there is to have the
government come in as a quick fix, as
some kind of waving of the magic wand
that the government is going to be able
to deliver to us any kind of product at
a cheaper price. The private market-
place does pretty good if we can all
help.

So to conclude this portion of my re-
marks, let me say that I think it is in-
cumbent upon every citizen in this
country, and I speak through my col-
leagues, that we have to go out into
our districts and encourage our con-
stituents. Because if there is one thing
that every citizen in this country can
do to help alleviate the energy crisis,
that exists primarily in California but
is a warning shot to the rest of the Na-
tion, it is to conserve.

O 2015

And we can all do it by simply shut-
ting off our lights, changing our car oil
when the owner’s manual says it in-
stead of when the lube market tells
you to do it. I am optimistic about fu-
ture energy of this country. Slowly but
surely we are building an energy pol-
icy, and conservation is going to be an
important part of it. You cannot con-
serve your way out of the situation
that we are in.

Alternative energy is an important
part, but do not overplay it. As I said
earlier, if you took all of the alter-
native energy in the world and deliv-
ered it all to the United States, it
would only supply 3 percent. Certainly
this young generation behind us, their
brilliant minds will be able to make
that much, much larger because they
will find ways to take energy out of
water.

The first and most immediate thing
we can do is come up with an energy
policy as a government. We can urge
our constituents to conserve. But the
worst thing we can do is propose that
the government put on price controls,
that they take over industries, that
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they seize power plants and the govern-
ment becomes your local electric util-
ity. It would be the most inefficient op-
eration in the history of our govern-
ment. Do not let them do it. You can-
not get something for nothing out of
this government. If it is the govern-
ment running it, you usually pay a
higher price than if you as a commu-
nity can have the private sector with
checks and balances. I have spoken pri-
marily about energy, about water.

Mr. Speaker, one last shot on water
and then I am done. That is keep in
mind in the East and West of this Na-
tion, there are differences in water and
differences in public lands. I would
urge all of my colleagues in the East
and all of their constituents in the
East to please take the time before
signing on a petition to take on Lake
Powell or kick people off public lands,
take a look at both sides of the story.
If you take a look historically, politi-
cally, environmentally at both sides of
the story, I think you will have a bet-
ter understanding of what I have said
tonight and a much deeper apprecia-
tion for our message from the West.

————

HIV/AIDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, often-
times we act on perceptions rather
than reality, and when we discuss HIV
and AIDS, indeed that has been one
based on perception. Oftentimes we
have felt, those of us who live in the
rural South, have felt that AIDS was
an issue of the North. Those of us who
lived in small towns felt it was an issue
of the big cities. Heterosexual persons
thought this was only an issue for gays
or that it was indeed white male gays.
What we are finding is that those per-
ceptions were ill-founded, and that the
disease has affected all phases of the
United States, particularly the South.

HIV/AIDS is becoming more preva-
lent in rural areas and in the South.
AIDS cases in rural areas represent
only about 5 percent of all reported
HIV cases in 1995. Only 5 percent. How-
ever, the pattern of HIV infection sug-
gests that the epidemic is spreading in
rural areas throughout the TUnited
States. HIV in the rural South is grow-
ing at one of the fastest rates in the
Nation. The Southeast as a whole has
the highest number of those infected.
The southern region of the TUnited
States accounts for the largest propor-
tion; that is, 34 percent, 34 percent of
641,886 AIDS cases. The latest figures
we have is for 1997, and 54 percent of
the 56,689 cases are among persons re-
siding in rural areas.

However, according to a Boston
Globe article, which I include for the
RECORD, according to this article it ref-
erences that in six Southern States, in-
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cluding my State, North Carolina, and
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and
Mississippi as well as Louisiana, 70 per-
cent of those with HIV are African
American, and 25 percent are women,
according to a Duke University study.
But more importantly, here is what
it says. Both of these figures are higher
than the national average, but few are
saying anything about it, keeping the
disease nearly invisible as it spreads. It
is a deadly, silent disease. It is the si-
lence that worries many of the AIDS
activists who are fearful that as the si-
lence continues, the government will
not know that they have a problem.
The text of the article is as follows:

[From the Boston Globe, June 1, 2001]
IN THE SOUTH, DEADLY SILENCE

SHAME AND FEAR CONTRIBUTE TO RAPID
SPREAD OF HIV IN RURAL AREAS

(By John Donnelly)

SCOTLAND NECK, NC.—In the short, grim
history of AIDS, this rural town surrounded
by cotton and tobacco fields would probably
go unnoticed. The virus hasn’t killed people
here in great numbers, as it has in Africa,
nor has it devastated a whole sector of the
population, as it did to gay men in the cities
of America in the 1980s.

But as observers reflect on the two decades
since the first public mention of a disease
that was later named Acquired Immune Defi-
ciency Syndrome, the overarching reality is
that the virus has stealthily managed to in-
fect roughly 60 million people all over the
world, including here on Roanoke Street, in-
side the four-room house of the Davis family,
in the person of one Jeff Davis.

And that remains, largely, a secret here.

“I keep it pretty quiet,” said Davis, 26, his
skinny 6-food-3 frame sprawled out over a
worn-out sofa as his mother hovered nearby.
“I'm not sure people would like being around
people like me. If they find out I'm HIV-posi-
tive and their reaction was bad, I don’t think
I could take it.” HIV in the rural South is
growing at one of the fastest rates in the na-
tion. The Southeast, as a whole, has the
highest numbers of those infected. In six
Southern states—North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and
Louisiana—70 percent of those with HIV are
African-American and 25 percent are women,
a Duke University study found. Both figures
are higher than national averages.

But few say anything, keeping the disease
nearly invisible as it spreads. It is this si-
lence that worries many AIDS activists, who
are fearful that as the US government grap-
ples with the out-of-control pandemic in
parts of sub-Saharan Africa, it will neglect
the increasingly costly programs to treat in-
fected citizens at home. In at least a dozen
states, there are waiting lists of people in-
fected with HIV who want to get the drugs.

At home, the Bush administration’s initial
position has been to put a lid on treatment
funds. It has proposed no increase next year
for the $1.8 billion Ryan White Care Act,
which pays for AIDS cocktails for Americans
not covered by Medicaid or other insurance
programs. Abroad, the administration has
put $200 million in additional HIV money
into a newly created Global AIDS and Health
Fund, a sum belittled by many advocates as
a trivial response to a problem that Sec-
retary of State Colin L. Powell calls a war
without equal. ‘“‘It’s our responsibility as a
world leader to fight AIDS at home and
around the world,” said Ernest C. HopKins,
director of federal affairs for the San Fran-
cisco AIDS Foundation. ‘‘Furthermore, the
crime of someone in rural North Carolina
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not getting treatment is far more egregious
than the reality of that happening in sub-Sa-
haran Africa, where countries spend a few
dollars per capita on health care. This is an
incredibly resourced nation, and yet there
are people here who are basically being writ-
ten off.”

In the past 20 years, AIDS has killed 438,795
people in America, 23 million worldwide. In
the United States, an estimated 1 million
people are now infected with HIV or have
full-blown AIDS, but only about a third of
them are receiving treatment. The federal
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
estimates that another third of a million
have been diagnosed but either aren’t medi-
cally eligible for treatment or can’t pay for
it, while the remaining third don’t know
they are infected or refuse to be tested.

AIDS has remained largely an urban epi-
demic in America, but infection rates have
been rising rapidly in rural areas. Interstate
highways act like spigots that flush the dis-
ease deep into the back country. Sex workers
set up shop along the highways. And from
rural Southern towns, as elsewhere, people
like Davis travel to neon-bedecked bars or
strip joints located near interstate highway
ramps, pay for sex, and bring the virus back
home. Some, like Duke public health spe-
cialist Kathryn Whetten-Goldstein, ‘‘see
echoes of Africa in HIV in the South,” be-
cause of the barriers to care as well as the
way the virus is increasingly transmitted
through heterosexual contact. In the rural
South, about 45 percent of women with HIV
were infected by having sex with infected
men, compared with 15 percent nationally; in
Africa, as much as 80 percent of the trans-
mission is heterosexual.

“When you think about the epidemics
being similar,” said CDC epidemiologist
Amy Lansky, ‘“‘in the rural areas, particu-
larly in the South, there is a lot more trans-
mission occurring through heterosexual con-
tact than you see as a nation as a whole.”

It is an outrage, in Whetten-Goldstein’s
thinking, because heterosexual transmission
carries far less of a stigma than homosexual
transmission. And yet, few talk about it,
which she believes is rooted in racism.

“If the rates of heterosexual transmission
were as high in middle-class white women
and men as they are among African-Amer-
ican men and women, policymakers and
power holders would be terrified and acting
quickly,” she said.

But Whetten-Goldstein believes the simi-
larities between the rural South and Africa
g0 deeper than the mode of transmission.

“There’s a great stigma here attached to
the disease, a sense of fatalism that it
doesn’t matter what they do and the great
distances people have to travel to see a doc-
tor,” she said.

In both Africa and the rural South, a lack
of education about how the virus is spread
has allowed it to flourish. In North Carolina,
for instance, state law forbids schools to
teach that condoms can help prevent the
spread of AIDS; teachers can only talk about
abstinence.

And like many places in Africa, the stigma
of living with HIV/AIDS is reinforced by atti-
tudes of some fundamentalist Christians.
Here, many fervently believe that God is
punishing those with AIDS for their sins.

One woman in rural North Carolina who
would be identified only as Sylvia said she
travels 180 miles to see an AIDS doctor three
times a month, even though there is an AIDS
specialist 40 miles away. ‘“If you go to the
local doctor, everyone knows you have HIV,”
said Sylvia, a local PTA president and a Cub
Scout den mother.

“It’s a modern-day leprosy here,” said Dr.
Mario G. Fiorilli, the only AIDS doctor in
Halifax County in northeastern North Caro-
lina. The great differences between the
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United States and Africa, of course, are that
antiretroviral AIDS drugs are widely avail-
able here. But availability of drugs does not
always guarantee access, and flat-funding of
the Ryan White Care Act would mean that
many newly infected Americans will be de-
nied drugs, advocates say.

In interviews with several dozen AIDS
caseworkers and patients in rural areas of
North Carolina, many said that potentially
thousands of people refuse to get tested for
HIV, while others fail to adhere to the daily
regimen of pills for a variety of reasons, in-
cluding painful side effects. ‘I have friends—
and I don’t agree with them—who are sleep-
ing around with it,”” said a man who asked to
be identified only as J-Ray, a now-celibate
drag queen who adheres to the strict drug
regimen. ‘“They’re just spreading it. That’s
what’s going on here. You have people who
are either too scared to get tested, or find
they have it and basically don’t care at all.
They’re just angry.”

Like many interviewed, J-Ray did tell
family members he had the disease. ‘“My
mother hugged me,” he said. ‘“My father
looked at me, and said, ‘Do you have life in-
surance?”’

Beamon Vann’s family reacted by kicking
him out of the house. For 14 months, with no
independent source of income, he lived in a
leaky aluminum box 6 feet high and 8 feet
wide behind his family’s three-bedroom
house, allowed in only twice a week for
showers. His mother handed him meals out
the back door. She gave him a metal bucket
for a toilet.

“It was because of her ignorance, her faith,
her feeling that the disease was God’s pun-
ishment,” said Vann, 41, in his new three-
room home, staring at a game of solitaire,
three aces showing.

Vann, who is gay, began to weep. ‘“‘The
first words out of my mother’s mouth were,
‘I told you God would get you one day for
what you’ve been doing.”’ Vann’s case-
worker is Terry Mardis, who is retired from
the Army after 26 years in the special forces.
He carried out secret missions in Vietnam,
Nicaragua, and Panama. It’s natural for him
to use war metaphors in describing his work
with AIDS patients.

‘“Are we making a dent? No,” said Mardis,
53, who works for the Tri County Community
Health Center in Newton Grove. ‘I doubt it
very seriously. People are afraid to get test-
ed.”

On the road one day recently, in between
visits to clients dozens of miles apart.
Mardis said poverty often interferes with
treatment. ‘I have one woman whose daugh-
ter takes money from her. She has Social Se-
curity, which pays her bills and her phone,
barely. Then family members run up $600,
$700 in phone bills,”” Mardis said.

“We’re concerned about her” staying on
her medication, he added. ‘““You're fighting a
war here—on several fronts,”” Mardis said.
“You have families working against you.
You've got communities working against
you. I go and ask some businesses for dona-
tions to help those with AIDS, and they look
at you like you’re strange. Their idea of a
crisis is the Red Cross helping you if you’'re
burned out, not if you have AIDS.”

In Halifax County, HIV case manager
Kathy W. Knight has worked hard to get Af-
rican-American ministers to fight the stig-
ma of the disease. ‘‘People won’t change
their attitudes until it comes from the pul-
pit. If it doesn’t come from the pulpit, it
ain’t the truth. If ministers think they can
get it from eating at McDonald’s, which is
what one told us, then we’re still going to
have trouble here.”

Few say a kind word. One who won’t is
Bishop Moses Williams Jr., pastor of the
Love of God Church of Christ. ‘“These dis-
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eases come upon people because they are not
obeying the work of God,” he said waiting in
line at a Roanoke Rapids pharmacy check-
out.

Jeff Davis, who believes he contracted HIV
one night when he had sex with a stripper in
Roanoke Rapids, just off interstate 95, is re-
sponding well to his combination of
antiretroviral drugs. His weight rebounded
to 164 pounds, from 142, but he is wary be-
cause his health has gone upon and down be-
fore. ““There was a time when Jeff was falling
away to nothing,” said his father, Perry Lee
Davis, 68. ‘I felt like then just as I did when
he was a small child. We all love him. How
would I feel as a father if I turned my back
on him because he has HIV? I would be less
than a father.”

Jeff Davis, sitting on his father’s bed, lis-
tened to him. I read my Bible every day,”
he said softly. “I'm back in church. It’s made
me better. I think everyone in there knows
about me. But no one says anything.”

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we will be of-
fering an amendment to make sure
that sufficient food goes to those per-
sons in Africa who are suffering from
the AIDS pandemic and their children
and families who are taking care of
them.

But if we do not recognize here in the
United States, and particularly in the
South, that we have this disease, it is
unlikely we will get additional funds.
In fact, when we look at the budget,
the Ryan White Care Act, which pays
for AIDS cocktails, is maintained
about where it was.

The Globe article further says that in
the rural South, about 45 percent of
women with HIV/AIDS are infected by
having sex with infected men, again
breaking one of the perceptions we
have that heterosexual persons will not
be subject to it. But, indeed, the infec-
tion rate is 15 percent above what it is
nationally. The spread of AIDS in Afri-
ca is being spread through heterosexual
transmission of the disease rather than
homosexual. In fact, women and chil-
dren are the ones who are most in-
fected.

Again, one doctor in this area, and
they are referencing North Carolina
and referencing Halifax County, which
is in my district, this doctor says, Dr.
Fiorilli, the only AIDS doctor in Hali-
fax County, ‘‘This is like a modern day
leprosy, no one wants to claim or talk
about it.”

Mr. Speaker, the big difference be-
tween the United States and Africa are
that the medications we have are more
available here, but availability of
drugs does not guarantee access be-
cause there are people failing to take
the test to find out whether they are
eligible, and then there are people who
are failing to follow their prescription.

In interviews many said that poten-
tially thousands of people refuse to get
tested for HIV, and one person states
she travels 180 miles to get treated
twice a month when she could travel 40
miles and be treated, but everyone
knows her in her area. This person is
president of the PTA and very active as
a leader, and so the culture of the area
does not allow her to seek out medical
care, and in some instances not even to
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tell their own family members. We
have a problem in the Southeast and in
those six States.

The number of new AIDS cases in the
United States began to decline in the
mid-1990s, but actually the rate went
up in the South. While everybody else
was Kkind of dealing with the problem
and acknowledging that we had a prob-
lem, actually it went up. Particularly
we find this happening in the South
among black women as well as with
children. It is true there are still more
males than females, but the growth
rate for women is extremely high in
that area.

Mr. Speaker, from 1981 to 1999, 26,522
black women developed AIDS in 11
States of the former Confederacy. In
Mississippi and in North Carolina, sta-
tistics show that more black women
than white men have contracted HIV.

By region of the United States, AIDS
incidence increased in all regions from
1994, with the most dramatic increases
in the South. In 1996, however, AIDS
incidence dropped in the Midwest,
dropped in the West and the Northeast,
and just began to level off a little bit in
the South.

Now, again back to North Carolina,
the HIV epidemic continues in North
Carolina. Rates of infection continue
to grow among adolescents and among
women, with heterosexual contact as
their primary mode of transmission.
The minority population is dispropor-
tionately affected by the AIDS epi-
demic in all risk groups. The geo-
graphic distribution of cases for HIV/
AIDS and bacterial STDs indicate the
high correlation of STDs, which is sex-
ually transmitted disease, and as a pre-
dictor of the risk of AIDS.

Mr. Speaker, this chart shows that
persons living with HIV and AIDS, and
this was as of the end of last year, the
percentage by gender, 68.4 percent are
male; 31.6 percent are females. And
then when you begin to look at the
ethnicity of it, 72.4 percent are African
American or blacks; 23.9 percent are
white non-Hispanic; 1.9 percent are His-
panic, and the Hispanic population is
growing in our State, so that increase
is in some way related to the growth.
You see the proportion, that indeed it
is growing.

Of the 20,525 individuals reported
through December 2000, 10,329 have
been reported with AIDS, including
8,189 adult adolescent males, 2,013 adult
adolescent females, and 127 children.

According to figures from last year,
North Carolina ranked 23rd among 50
States, including the District of Co-
lumbia, in terms of the number of
AIDS cases. Most North Carolina HIV
disease reports highlight the male pop-
ulation, African Americans 72 percent,
falling within the age group between 30
and 39. Thirty and thirty-nine are our
most active, productive citizens. This
is the time when people are forming
families and building careers. This is
the time when people ought to be the
most productive in their community;
but at this time we are finding within
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the age group 30 to 39, 72 percent are
African Americans.

0 2030

In the First Congressional District as
well as in eastern North Carolina, in-
cluding the third district, African
Americans accounted for as much as 87
percent of HIV/AIDS cases that were
reported in this year alone, the new
cases that were reported.

The House of Representatives and the
General Assembly of North Carolina re-
cently passed under the leadership of
Representative Wright a resolution de-
claring HIV/AIDS as a public health
crisis, that we need to acknowledge
that and get our community involved,
get our faith-based community in-
volved and our education system in-
volved, because without the public rec-
ognition, we are not going to deal with
that.

While only 1 percent of AIDS cases
are found among teenagers aged 13
through 19, an additional 18 percent are
found among those who are in their
early 20s, who may have acquired the
infection while they were teens because
many of them had the infection, but we
are now just discovering it while they
are in their early 20s. Likewise, we are
finding infection of teenagers is in-
creasing. Additionally, some 26 percent
are found among those who are now in
their 20s, assuming they might have
been infected some years earlier.

As of December 31, 68 percent or
13,943 of all HIV disease reports in
North Carolina were among those who
were from 20 to 39, regardless of race.
From 20 to 39. That is an astounding,
large number of people. Let me repeat
that: 13,943 were reported last year. Of
those reported, 68 percent of those re-
ported were between the ages of 20 and
39.

Now, earlier I had said that there was
a correlation between STD, sexually
transmitted disease, as a predictor of
HIV.

I want to show you another chart as
well. This is alarming because syphilis
and gonorrhea and other transmitted
disease, we thought those had been
eliminated. In fact, I have a map that
I do not have with me; but if you look
at this map, it is almost completely
eliminated, other than in the South
and in one or two places in the Mid-
west. Completely eliminated. In fact,
there is no reason why sexually trans-
mitted disease should be growing.
There indeed is a bacterium treatment
for it, but it is growing in the South;
and it is growing in my State in alarm-
ing numbers.

Although it cannot be said that the
STDs cause HIV/AIDS, it can be said
there is a correlation between them.
Indeed, you can begin to see the large
number of them growing in North
Carolina. But also you see a high per-
centage of them being related to Afri-
can Americans. Gonorrhea percentage,
almost a relationship between what
you see in gonorrhea and syphilis as
the HIV chart. There is no reason for
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this. This is unexplainable why this is
happening. One is a disease by a behav-
ior pattern that we can correct, but
also there is no public outcry in under-
standing this. One, we assign to the
fact, well, this is their own doing and,
therefore, we shouldn’t be concerned.

There is a glaring racial disparity in
North Carolina cases. Seventy-one per-
cent of them are among African Ameri-
cans. The infectious syphilis rate is al-
most 12 times greater for African
Americans, 11 times greater for Native
Americans, and eight times greater for
Hispanics than the rate for non-His-
panic whites.

In 1998, half of all syphilis cases were
confined to 1 percent, 1 percent now, of
all the counties in the United States.
These cases of syphilis were found in 28
counties, primarily located in the
South, and three independent cities:
Baltimore, St. Louis, and the District
of Columbia. North Carolina had five
nationally significant high syphilis
morbidity counties: Guilford, not in
my district, but certainly a large coun-
ty in my State; Forsyth, again not in
my district, but a large county in my
State; Mecklenburg, which is our larg-
est city; Wake County, which is our
capital; and Robeson County, growing
at significant rates higher than all of
the other southern States.

The National Alliance of State and
Territorial AIDS Directors, something
called NASTAD, did a report. I have
that report. This report is entitled
“HIV Services in Rural Areas.” They
studied New Mexico and South Caro-
lina experiences.

Mr. Speaker, I include this study for
the RECORD.

NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF STATE AND TERRI-
TORIAL AIDS DIRECTORS, NASTAD MONO-
GRAPH, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

HIV SERVICES IN RURAL AREAS

Introduction
AIDS cases in rural areas (less than 50,000

persons) represented approximately five per-

cent of all reported AIDS cases in 1995. Pat-
terns of HIV infection suggest that the epi-
demic is spreading in rural regions of the

United States. Estimating the prevalence of

HIV infection, based on AIDS cases, is com-

plicated by the tendency of rural residents to

go to urban areas for diagnosis and treat-
ment, if possible. Research findings indi-
cated that the majority of HIV infections in

rural areas tend to occur in young adults (15—

29 years), primarily females. Rates of hetero-

sexual transmission are more prevalent than

homosexual transmission and appear to be
compounded by the presence of other sexu-
ally transmitted diseases and the use of
crack/cocaine. Geographic areas with popu-
lations of 50,000 or fewer residents are con-
sidered rural. In 1997, over 54 million Ameri-
cans lived in rural areas, composing 20 per-

cent of the U.S. population (see Appendix A).
The HIV/AIDS Bureau (HAB) has set, as

part of its policy agenda, an objective to doc-

ument the experience of vulnerable popu-
lations and the changing nature of the epi-
demic. One population that has been histori-
cally under served is rural residents. In re-
sponse, the National Alliance of State and

Territorial AIDS Directors (NASTAD) devel-

oped this monograph on HIV Services in

Rural Areas, as part of a cooperative agree-

ment with the HIV/AIDS Bureau (HAB),
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Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion (HRSA), U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.

HIV Services in Rural Areas describes ap-
proaches that states are using to address the
health care and social service needs of rural
residents living with HIV/AIDS. NASTAD se-
lected two states, New Mexico and South
Carolina, to highlight in this monograph be-
cause they are located in regions of the
United States that are considered rural. Ad-
ditionally, these two states were selected be-
cause their populations include a dispropor-
tionately high number of rural communities
of color—African, Hispanic, and Native
Americans—who are very high risk popu-
lations for new HIV infections—Iliving in
areas with limited resources to address their
health care needs (see Appendix B).

NASTAD conducted interviews with the
state AIDS directors and program staff and
local providers in both New Mexico and
South Carolina in fall 1999. Based upon these
interviews, NASTAD identified barriers to
access to HIV health care and key program
components that support and link HIV
health services in rural areas.

Barriers to Providing HIV Services in Rural
Areas

Long Distance Travel—Almost every serv-
ice provider interviewed for this monograph
identified transportation as a barrier to
overcome in the provision of services for per-
sons living with HIV/AIDS in rural areas.
Providers acknowledged that travel options
exist: 1) commercial transportation services;
2) volunteer drivers; 3) staff home visits, or
4) mileage reimbursement for the use of a
personal vehicle. However, in cases of acute
illness, the lack of an adequate transpor-
tation plan may make a critical difference.

Inadequate Supply of Health Care Pro-
viders with HIV/AIDS Expertise—Providers
express frustration about the lack of physi-
cians with expertise in HIV treatment, de-
spite the wide availability of training and
consultation opportunities. They also re-
ported that it is difficult to monitor the
quality of care that persons living with HIV/
AIDS receive from local health care pro-
viders and that these providers, in turn, may
not be highly motivated to monitor care due
to small client caseloads. In the absence of
local medical expertise, a social service pro-
vider, such as a case manager, may become
the local ‘“‘HIV expert.” In cases in which the
provider has little or not medical training,
serving as the local expert is a difficult and
isolated job because clients living with HIV
and their families rely on this individual for
a breadth of information that she or he may
or may not be able to provide.

Linking HIV Counseling and Testing with
Care—Many of the providers reported having
either formal or informal relationships with
local counseling and testing sites. Despite
these linkages, providers also reported that a
large number of person living with HIV/
AIDS, as high as 50% for some, are referred
to services either from hospitals or emer-
gency rooms. While many of these clients are
receiving their diagnosis for the first time,
others are aware of their HIV status but
have not sought services. Some providers re-
port relying heavily on ‘‘word-of-mouth’ to
reach clients but acknowledged that strong-
er ties between testing sites and other orga-
nizations that may be in a position to refer
clients need to be developed.

The Lack of Available Medical Facilities—
Since the early 1980’s, the number of rural
hospitals and medical facilities has dwindled
primarily due to financial cutbacks. Many
facilities have closed or have been consoli-
dated with other organizations or agencies,
or the number of services has been dras-
tically reduced due to managed care penetra-
tion, or the disappearance of an adequate
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supply of specialist, or the need to acquire
new and expensive technology. Such trends
have exacerbated the limited supply of com-
prehensive health care services needed by
rural residents living with HIV/AIDS.

Limited Availability of Social Services—
Rural areas, especially poor ones, may have
few agencies to provide social or support
services. The lack of available services re-
stricts opportunities for agency and/or orga-
nization collaboration and prevents the for-
mation of service networks. Linkages to
community-based social service agencies
have become more critical as HIV has be-
come a chronic condition and clients’ needs
have become more diverse.

The Stigma Attached to HIV/AIDS—The
stigma attached to HIV/AIDS may result in
community-wide denial that HIV is a prob-
lem that needs to be addressed. Medical pro-
viders may resist treating persons living
with HIV/AIDS. In contrast, clients may be
reluctant to seek services in rural areas
“where being socially ostracized.

In addition, there may be a sense of mis-
trust of medical and related health care pro-
viders by individual clients and/or the com-
munity at large, especially if such service
providers are unknown to the client or from
outside the local community.

Client Adherence to Treatment—With im-
proved HIV/AIDS care and treatment, treat-
ment adherence may become a more impor-
tant concern. Promoting adherence to
antiretroviral treatment regimens can be
difficult when clients are isolated and face-
to-face contact between case managers, phy-
sicians, treatment educators and persons liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS is limited. It also is dif-
ficult to assure client adherence to treat-
ment on a regular schedule if the ability to
refill prescriptions is problematic, or if the
client has issues of stigma to overcome.

Substance Abuse—Several providers noted
that the provision of long-term substance
abuse services is a significant service deliv-
ery barrier in rural areas. Distance and lim-
ited client contact compound the challenge.
Substance abuse treatment services may not
be readily available outside of urban areas.
There may be a sense of denial, both in the
community and on the part of the clients
who are using drugs and alcohol, because
substance abuse is not identified openly as a
problem in rural areas, resulting in little ef-
fort to secure treatment services.

Addressing the Special Needs of Commu-
nities of Color in Rural Areas—Communities
of color, including Africans, Hispanic, Na-
tive, and Asian Americans, are at high risk
for HIV infection. Rural communities of
color, like other rural residents, experience
the same barriers—stigma, poverty, and the
absence of accessible care vulnerability of
these communities to HIV is further com-
promised by additional factors: discrimina-
tion, distrust of the medical establishment
and the health care system, diverse nation-
alities, language differences, severe poverty
and unemployment, and social-cultural dif-
ferences and isolation.

State Components that Link HIV Services in
Rural Areas

The providers interviewed for this mono-
graph have developed and described various
strategies for providing HIV services to cli-
ents living in rural areas based on client
needs and available resources. State strate-
gies include:

Addressing Clients’ Needs Beyond HIV—
Service providers who address the entire
range of client needs are more likely to
maintain clients in care. Poverty, substance
abuse, mental illness and other problems
that are often associated with urban life also
affect people living in rural areas. For exam-
ple, the Palmetto AIDS Life Support Serv-
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ices (PALSS), in Columbia, SC, operates the
Women’s Resource Center. Approximately 25
percent of PALSS clients live in rural areas.
The center provides a range of services that
address the needs, both HIV-related and
those not related to HIV, of their female cli-
ents. PALSS offers parenting classes, breast
and cervical cancer screening, nutrition
classes, exercise classes, social activities
such as crafts and sewing classes, and a li-
brary with resources specific to women and
HIV, creating a link between service pro-
vider and client.

Client-Centered Approach—It is not always
practical to develop services targeting a spe-
cific population in a rural area. The caseload
is often small and resources are extremely
limited. These circumstances necessitate
that staff be culturally sensitive and focus
on the clients as individuals, since the client
population, though small, may be very di-
verse. For example, one of New Mexico AIDS
Services’ (NMAS) case managers is Native
American and works with the organization’s
Native American clients in Albuquerque. The
case manager also understands the cultural
importance of using Native American heal-
ing methods and administers NMAS’s com-
plementary medicine program.

Flexibility—Service providers stressed the
importance of designing and administering
programs that are flexible enough to accom-
modate the unique needs of individuals liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS. Many agencies allow cli-
ents to designate where they will meet with
their case managers, whether at their home,
a local health department or library, or even
for lunch at a local restaurant. Such ar-
rangements require additional driving on the
part of case managers and allows the client
to identify a ‘‘safe site’’ in his or her commu-
nity where individual confidentiality can be
maintained. Limited clinic hours present an-
other challenge for providers. If a person liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS cannot schedule an ap-
pointment during regular clinic hours and
needs to see a physician in between weekly
clinics, several service providers reported
that the physicians will frequently allow of-
fice visits, even though they are contracted
to do so.

Working with Available Resources—It is
important to identify and to link collabo-
rative partners in rural networks, even with
limited resources. For example, the Edisto
Health Department in central South Caro-
lina works with the Cooperative Church Min-
istries of Orangeburg (CCMO), a coalition of
churches in the area that have combined
their resources to offer some services such as
a small food and clothing bank to persons
living with HIV/AIDS, CCMO also admin-
isters the Housing Opportunities for People
With AIDS (HOPWA) funds for the health de-
partment.

Fostering Informal Relationships—Service
providers in rural areas stressed the impor-
tance of informal relationships that repeat-
edly prove to be invaluable in identifying re-
sources and developing service networks.
These relationships may develop unexpect-
edly. The ACCESS Network in Hilton Head,
SC works closely with ‘‘Volunteers in Medi-
cine,” a medical clinic staffed by retired
health care professionals, who moved next
door to ACCESS several years ago. Some AC-
CESS clients now receive services at the
clinic. Case managers work closely with the
clinic’s staff to coordinate clients’ care.
They also provide clinic staff with informa-
tion on HIV/AIDS treatment developments.

Providers reported fostering informal rela-
tionships between their own physicians and
infectious disease (ID) specialists outside
their service area who are available for
phone consultation. Providers also cited the
importance of working with local media to
raise awareness about HIV/AIDS and the
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agency’s services by running public service
announcements (PSAs) or providing cov-
erage of agency activities and events.
Conclusion

Both New Mexico and South Carolina have
implemented strategies that seem to be
working well for their respective residents
who are living with HIV/AIDS. Both states
also have found it necessary to remain flexi-
ble in implementing these strategies to meet
the needs of specific group of residents who
have unique challenges from one geographic
area to another within each state. The selec-
tion of these two states in no way suggests
that other states are not conducting exem-
plary work to assure positive outcomes for
their respective residents. The selection of
these states simply presents an opportunity
to share information about HIV services in
rural areas with other jurisdictions and
stimulate national discussion among states
on how best to meet the needs of persons liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS.

HIV SERVICES IN RURAL AREAS: THE NEW

MEXICO AND SOUTH CAROLINA EXPERIENCES

INTRODUCTION

AIDS cases in rural areas represent ap-
proximately five percent of the all AIDS
cases in the United States. Long distances
between residents and accessible health care
services, social isolation as a result of social
sigma related to HIV/AIDS, lack of adequate,
if any, health insurance coverage, insuffi-
cient medical facilities, few medical special-
ists, and limited support services like trans-
portation and child care challenge the ef-
forts of rural communities (see Appendix A)
to serve residents living with HIV/AIDS.

State health departments, in collaboration
with local health agencies and organizations,
are focusing on preventing new infections in
rural areas, getting persons living with HIV
into care (see Appendix B), and improving
access to HIV health care services in rural
areas. State health departments offer experi-
enced insight, methodological research and
analysis, and documented evidence of the
success or failure of specific program strate-
gies that collectively are designed to im-
prove the quality of life for persons living
with HIV/AIDS. State health departments
also have the expertise to provide technical
assistance and support for capacity building
to local health care agencies and organiza-
tions that serve persons living with HIV/
AIDS and to develop linkages between HIV/
AIDS health care and related services in
urban as well as rural areas.

HIV Services in Rural Areas is a mono-
graph developed by the National Alliance of
State and Territorial AIDS Directors
(NASTAD), under a cooperative agreement
with the HIV/AIDS Bureau (HAB), Health
Resources and Services Administration
(HRSA), U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services. NASTAD conducted inter-
views with state AIDS directors and local
service providers receiving Ryan White
CARE Act funds in fall 1999. This monograph
highlights activities in New Mexico and
South Carolina, two states that have devel-
oped strategies to address the primary care
and support service needs of people living
with HIV/AIDS in rural areas. These two
states were selected because they are located
in regions of the United States that are
sparsely populated and are characterized as
rural with remote populations. Additionally,
these two states were selected because their
populations include a disproportionately
high number of rural communities of color—
African, Hispanic, and Native Americans—
who are at high risk for new HIV infections.

NEW MEXICO

Total Population: 1,737,000.

Area: 121,593 sq. miles.
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Population Density:
mile.

HIV/AIDS Cases (cumulative reported
through June 1999) (HIV reporting was initi-
ated in January 1998).

People living with HIV/AIDS (reported):
1,334.

AIDS cases reported in 1999: 125 (annual
rate per 100,000 population: 7.2).

HIV cases reported in July 1998-June 1999:
318.

Cases of AIDS reported
through June 1999): 1,866.

Ryan White CARE Act Title II Base Grant
Award, FY 1999: $1,125,079.

ADAP, FY 1999: $1,351,076.

Total Title II Funds, FY 1999: $2,476,155.

Over 75 percent of the cases of HIV/AIDS
reported in New Mexico are attributed to
male to male sexual contact (MSM). Women
compose only eight percent of reported cases
of HIV/AIDS. Fifty-six percent of persons re-
ported with HIV/AIDS are white, 35 percent
are Hispanic, five percent are Native Amer-
ican, and four percent are African American.
Over two-thirds of HIV/AIDS cases are re-
ported in Bernalillo and Santa Fe Counties,
where the cities of Albuquerque and Santa
Fe are located. The number of cases reported
in New Mexico’s other 31 counties range from
zero to 124.

In July 1997 the HIV/AIDS/STD Bureau of
the New Mexico Department of Health (DOH)
created the HIV/AIDS Medical Alliance of
New Mexico (HMA). The HMA is a capitated
system that provides medical care, case
management, home care, support services in-
cluding counseling, housing and nutritional
assistance, and work re-entry programs
through partnerships among regionally-
based organizations.

Under the HMA system, the state is di-
vided into four districts: Albuquerque, Santa
Fe, Las Cruces, and Roswell. Each of the four
HMAs is a self-contained, multidisciplinary
provider or an association of providers, de-
signed to provide cost-effective continuum of
care including a prevention focus. Racial/
ethnic distributions for HIV/AIDS caseloads
in each of the four HMA districts is reported
in Appendix D.

The HMA model resulted from a field re-
view commissioned by DOH in November
1996. The review was conducted to identify
and clarify shifts in the case and treatment
of persons living with HIV/AIDS, such as the
introduction of antiretroviral combination
therapy and the impact of deeper penetra-
tion of managed care health care into both
the urban and rural areas of the state. These
shifts necessitated an examination of the
statewide HIV/AIDS service system and con-
sideration of new models of case manage-
ment and service delivery.

The field review involved an inventory of
existing services within each of the four dis-
tricts. The review included: (1) an examina-
tion of each contract managed by the state
HIV/AIDS/STD Bureau; (2) the identification
of services provided through other agencies
such as the Veterans Administration and the
Indian Health Agency; and (3) a review of the
HIV Coordinating Council’s services guide.
Epidemiological data was used to assess the
density of client access to the available serv-
ices.

In addition to the review, task forces were
organized in each district. These task forces
were composed of representatives from com-
munity-based organizations, clinical sys-
tems, regional DOH agencies, advocacy
groups, and home care and prevention agen-
cies. The insights from these groups on ac-
cess to services, competence of service pro-
viders, completeness of service continuums,
and gaps in services were invaluable to the
process.

The findings of the review process identi-
fied needs in rural areas of the state. The
final report states:

14 persons Dper sq.

(Cumulative
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Access to adequate services diminishes the
further away from Santa Fe or Albuquerque
one lives. Taos, Los Alamos, Roswell, Las
Cruces, and Farmington provide pockets of
services that meet the immediate needs of
many persons living with HIV/AIDS. The
rural regions from the four corners of the
state are underserved and force persons liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS to relocate, to drive long
distances, or to cross state lines to pursue
adequate services. Many in the task forces
reported that while there were physicians
available to see persons living with HIV/
AIDS, their knowledge about the disease was
insufficient and resulted in misdiagnoses of
opportunistic infections and inappropriate

treatments. Physician HIV/AIDS com-
petency is a serious issue in rural areas
(Finney, 1999).
HMAs Respond to Local Needs
FUNDING FISCAL YEAR 1999

i State CARE Act

District funds funds Total
District 1 . $730,000  $115,000  $845,000
University $270,000 $115,000  $385,900
District 2 . $509,000  $115,000  $624,000
District 3 . $170,000  $115,000  $285,000
District 4 . $95,500  $115,000  $210,500

(* University Hospital has a separate contract to provide primary care in
District 1.)

The HMA system allows HIV case manage-
ment to be specialized within an agency and
specific to the needs of persons living with
HIV/AIDS. Before the HMAs, the state sub-
contracted with approximately 100 providers.
Most of the providers did not specialize in
HIV services and there was great variation
in the case management services provided.
The formation of the HMASs resulted in state-
wide availability of comprehensive case
management and support services for per-
sons living with HIV/AIDS.

Consolidation has been an important part
of the HMAs. With the establishment of the
HMASs, person living with HIV/AIDs enroll in
and receive services from only one organiza-
tion. Referral to services is facilitated be-
cause there is only one access point in each
district and HMAs have publicized their serv-
ices throughout their service area. Clients
receive all necessary services from one pro-
vider, not various providers scattered
throughout the region. Accessing services
from several providers greatly increased the
possibility of breaches in confidentiality, a
major concern for persons living with HIV/
AIDS in rural areas.

Service providers for each district were se-
lected through a state request for proposal
(RFP) process. The state review process iden-
tified services considered necessary for an
integrated continuum of care for persons liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS and their families. Find-
ings from the state review process were used
to develop the HMA model. Applicants are
required to provide the identified services ei-
ther directly or through contracts with
other organizations. Providers have con-
tracts for three years.

Key Factors in the Development of HMAs

According to Donald Torres, Section Head
of the New Mexico’s DOH, HIV/AIDS Bureau,
the HMA model works well for low incidence,
rural states where the number of service pro-
viders is relatively small. Under these condi-
tions, the service delivery network is com-
pact enough that adjustments can be easily
made across the program.

At the time of model was being considered
there were only a few HIV-specific providers
in the state. DOH contracted with various
organizations throughout the state to pro-
vide case management services but the con-
tracts were not large enough to jeopardize
the agencies’ viability if funding was discon-

H3843

tinued. Therefore, most service providers did
not resist the formation of the HMAs be-
cause it would not negatively impact the
well-being of individual organizations.

Clients also were generally in favor of
some change to the existing system. The de-
velopment of the HMASs paralleled the move
toward Medicaid managed care in the state
which created an environment where people
expected change in the health care delivery
system. As with any major change, the move
toward HMAs created some concerns. The
HMAs were caught up in the partisan polit-
ical debate on managed care. Additionally,
there were concerns that the HMAs would
not be sensitive to the needs of people of
color and that they might divert funds from
HIM prevention programs.

Two Years Later * * *

Since their establishment, HMAs have be-
come identified as the source of HIV care in
New Mexico. Of the approximately 1,300 per-
sons living with HIV/AIDS, 1,100 persons liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS access case management
services throughout the HMASs.

In New Mexico, anyone who tests positive
for HIV is eligible for case management serv-
ices. To be eligible for services through the
HMA a person must: 1) have a documented
diagnosis of HIV disease from a qualified li-
censed medical provider; 2) be a resident of
the service area (district); and 3) have a doc-
umented income at or below 300% of the fed-
eral poverty level (FPL). Members may elect
to enroll in a HMA other than the one pro-
viding service where they reside but HMAs
do not recruit members from outside their
service area.

Since their initiation, the HMAs have been
integrated with other HIV services in the
state. The DOH operates a health insurance
continuation program. The program pays up
to $400 per month for the premiums of a par-
ticipating client’s existing health insurance.
The program also reimburses the patient’s
share (co-pays) for HIV medications under
the New Mexico Medication Assistance Pro-
gram (ADAP). The state will purchase health
insurance for eligible clients through
NMCHIP, the state’s health insurance risk
pool. This reduces the amount of money
spent by the HMAs for health care services.

The University of New Mexico’s Health
Science Center (University Hospital), a Ryan
White CARE Act (RWCA) Title III grantee,
administers the ‘“‘Partners in Care Pro-
gram.’’ Medical services are provided at the
hospital in Albuquerque and the grantee also
recruits physicians across the state to pro-
vide services to persons living with HIV/
AIDS. To be eligible for the program, physi-
cians must treat a certain number of persons
living with HIV/AIDS. University Hospital
physicians are available for consultation and
the hospital also operates a hotline that phy-
sicians may call with treatment-related
questions. HMA clients, especially in three
of the four districts, often access medical
services through the Title III program.

Successful Cost Containment

The New Mexico DOH reports significant
cost savings as a result of implementing the
HMA model. The cost of providing HIV-re-
lated care and support services, including
medications, to New Mexico’s caseload of
persons living with HIV/AIDS climbed from
$5.2 million in 1995 to $8.2 million in 1996, a
37 percent increase. The increase was pri-
marily due to the expense of antiretroviral
combination therapy. Overall costs of care
jumped significantly between 1995 and 1996,
rose slightly in 1997, then in 1998 fell to the
1996 level. It is estimated that if the HMA
system had not been implemented, the cost
of HIV care in New Mexico would have in-
creased between five percent and 20 percent
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in 1998. HMA implementation saved the state
between $400,000 and $1.7 million. These cost
savings resulted even as the number of peo-
ple being served increased. The net number
of clients served increased by an average of
six percent each year.

In the coming year, DOH plans to more
thoroughly integrate the Title III grant with
the HMA program. Even though training is
available for physicians in outlying areas,
the HMASs report that care is still problem-
atic and that some physicians lack the re-
quired expertise to provide quality HIV care.
By integrating the Title III funds into the
HMA system, HMAs will be able to select
physicians in their districts who are moti-
vated to treat persons living with HIV/AIDS
and to develop their HIV-related expertise.

Additionally, these physicians are more
likely to work with case managers and per-
sons living with HIV/AIDS in the develop-
ment of overall care plans.

The state’s early intervention nurses also
play a key role in linking persons living with
HIV/AIDS with services. Five nurses are em-
ployed by the state. In post-test counseling,
persons living with HIV/AIDS are linked
with early intervention nurses who conduct
an initial assessment, refer clients to the ap-
propriate HMA, and follow-up clients who do
not access care. The nurses also conduct
partner notification services.

As of the end of 1999, DOH plans to expand
the HMA system. A fifth, statewide HMA
will be added that will serve Native Amer-
ican persons living with HIV/AIDS. It will be
based in Albuquerque. The state also plans
to contract with an agency to provide bene-
fits advocacy services. The new contractor
will help persons living with HIV/AIDS ob-
tain benefits and also address emerging
needs such as education and re-employment.
Additionally, the contractor will provide ad-
vocacy services, including mediating griev-
ances with HMAs. The contract will be
awarded through a Request for Proposal
(RFP) process.

Addressing Needs in Rural Areas

Each of the HMAs has developed a unique
service delivery system based on available
resources in the district and local chal-
lenges. All four districts serve clients who
reside in rural areas. Albuquerque (District
1), Las Cruces (District 3) and Santa Fe (Dis-
trict 2) contain urban areas, where most cli-
ents reside, surrounded by rural areas.
Roswell (District 4) is predominantly rural.

The New Mexico DOH has established dif-
ferent capitation rates for the HMAs based
on the greater per client expense of serving
clients in rural areas. The larger HMAs, Al-
buquerque and Santa Fe, are able to achieve
some ‘‘economies of scale’” because they
serve a larger number of clients. Addition-
ally, they have access to more resources, in-
cluding more fundraising opportunities. In
rural areas, the distance that clients and
staff are required to travel also can escalate
costs for mileage reimbursement and staff
driving time. To facilitate access for clients
in rural areas, all the HMAs reimburse cli-
ents for travel expenses (mileage) and all the
HMASs have toll-free telephone numbers.
Quality Assurance Activities

DOH has adopted a variety of measures to
assure the quality of services delivered by
the HMAs. Contracts with the HMAs stipu-
late the number of clients to be served (a
range is specified), the number of contacts
with each client per reporting period, travel
reimbursement, emergency procedures, and
confidentiality and grievance procedures.
HMAs are required to maintain records on
member enrollment status, provision of cov-
ered services, and relevant medical informa-
tion on individual members. DOH also is ad-
ministering a client satisfaction survey to
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assess whether the HMAs are meeting cli-
ents’ needs and to determine client satisfac-
tion with the HMA service delivery system.

The New Mexico DOH initiated a process to
identify statewide HIV/AIDS ‘‘best prac-
tices” guidelines to be used to direct the
cost-effective design and delivery of HIV/
AIDS services throughout the state. The
guidelines are intended: (1) to support the
management and, where appropriate, the ele-
vation of the quality of HIV/AIDS care
throughout the state, (2) to improve access
to quality care in both urban and rural
areas, (3) to provide a measuring device
against which HIV/AIDS care system serv-
ices might be objectively evaluated, and (4)
to provide the HMAs with a product with
which they might competitively position
their services.

The state guidelines present an integrated
‘‘care team’ process based on collaboration
between primary care physicians, case man-
agers, and the client in the development of
an individualized care strategy to delay or
reverse disease progression. The guidelines
identify core services (clinical, prevention,
practical support, educational support and
mental health) and procedures for enroll-
ment, assessment, chronic management,
acute events and palliative care. To develop
the guidelines, DOH held a retreat attended
by the executive directors of two HMAS (one
urban and one rural), two physicians, three
case managers, three persons living with
HIV, four early intervention nurses, and rep-
resentatives of the DOH. Guidelines also
have been developed to address case manage-
ment in rural areas.

Challenges

Accessing Services Based at the Main Of-
fice—The HMA has developed alternative ap-
proaches for clients living in rural areas be-
cause it is not possible to provide all the
services that are available at the main office
and in the field office in Farmington. For ex-
ample, clients in rural areas requested that
the food bank services be made more acces-
sible. Many were driving long distances (and
getting reimbursed for the mileage) for a rel-
atively small amount of food. Now, the HMA
purchases gift certificates from the major
supermarkets in the rural areas of the dis-
trict and sends them to clients twice a
month. Any client living more than 50 miles
from the main office is eligible for the food
voucher program.

Obtaining Client Feedback—Providing op-
portunities for clients to give feedback on
their needs and the services they receive can
be difficult in rural areas. To facilitate the
process, the District 4 HMA holds their Com-
munity Advisory Committee meetings at six
different sites throughout the service area.
The meetings are open to all clients. Local
physicians who treat clients also are invited.
At the meetings, clients can raise concerns
about services or other personal issues. To
encourage attendance, dinner is served and
incentives, such as grocery store vouchers,
are provided. Twice a year, the HMA surveys
clients about their needs. Based on the find-
ings of the survey, the HMA will tailor infor-
mation provided at the meetings to client
needs and depending on the topics, the agen-
cy’s nurse, therapist or other appropriate
staff will attend. Treatment issues are al-
ways a popular topic at the meetings.

Lack of Medical Providers with HIV Exper-
tise—According to many of the HIV service
providers interviewed, local doctors do not
take advantage of the availability of train-
ing opportunities to increase their knowl-
edge of HIV treatment. In District 4, two
physicians treat the majority of the clients.
Approximately 12 other physicians see one or
two clients. With a large number of physi-
cians providing services and the informal na-
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ture of the relationship between the HMA
and these physicians, it is difficult to mon-
itor the quality of care clients receive.

The move to consolidate the Title III serv-
ices with the HMA system will allow the
HMAs to focus on a limited number of physi-
cians in the region and build their expertise.
Additionally, HMAs that do not have on-site
medical services will be able to move toward
a care team model with physicians, case
managers and persons living with HIV/AIDS
working together to develop a treatment
strategy. Consolidation will improve the
monitoring of clients’ medical care.

For more information about the activities
of each of the four districts in the New Mex-
ico HMA system, please refer to Appendix D.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Total Population: 3,836,000.

Area: 31,113 sq. miles.

Population Density: 123 persons per sq.
mile.

HIV/AIDS Cases (cumulative reported
through June 1999) (HIV reporting was initi-
ated in February 1986).

People living with HIV/AIDS (reported):
10,108.

AIDS cases reported in 1999: 984 (annual
rate per 100,000 population: 25.7).

HIV cases reported in 1999: 877.

Cases of AIDS reported (Cumulative): 8,352.

Ryan White CARE Act Title II Base Grant,
FY 1999: $4,968,208.

ADAP, FY 1999: $5,966,180.

Total Title IT Funds, FY 1999: $10,934,388.

The HIV Epidemic in South Carolina—In
rural areas of the southeastern United
States, the HIV epidemic is increasingly con-
centrated in the heterosexual population and
associated with high rates of sexually trans-
mitted diseases (STDs), especially syphilis,
alcohol abuse and crack cocaine use. In
South Carolina, 71 percent of HIV/AIDS cases
reported in 1998 were among men, 29 percent
among women. African Americans made up
75 percent of reported HIV/AIDS cases. Twen-
ty-seven percent of HIV/AIDS cases are at-
tributed to male sexual contact (MSM), in-
cluding MSM and injection drug use, 27 per-
cent are attributed to heterosexual contact
and nine percent to injection drug use (36
percent have no reported risk). One third (33
percent) of the people reported with HIV/
AIDS in 1998 reside in rural areas.

Characteristics of Newly-Diagnosed People
with HIV/AIDS: Urban vs. Rural—From Jan-
uary 1991—December 1998, the Department of
Health and Environmental Control (DHEC)
conducted the Supplement to HIV/AIDS Sur-
veillance (SHAS) Project (supported by
CDC). The project initially included Charles-
ton County and the Edisto Health District (a
three county area). A third county, Rich-
land, was added in 1993. The project staff
conducted interviews with newly reported/di-
agnosed people with HIV/AIDS, 18 years of
age or older, who were residents in the study
area. During the course of the project, 1,146
eligible persons were interviewed. Of these,
78 percent were from urban communities and
22 percent were from rural communities.

The Rural SHAS Project was implemented
in Edisto Health District between January
1995 and December 1996. Seventy interviews
were completed as part of this study. The
majority of respondents were male (72 per-
cent) and African American (77 percent). Ap-
proximately 47 percent of the Rural SHAS
participants had never lived outside of the
county. The findings of the study include:

At the time of diagnosis, 28 percent of
rural participants had AIDS, as compared to
34 percent in the urban counties;

Sixty-one percent of rural participants had
12 years of education or less, as compared to
69 percent in the urban counties;

Sixty-nine percent of rural participants
were unemployed at the time of diagnosis, as
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compared to 57 percent in the urban coun-
ties; and

Sixty-nine percent of rural participants
had household incomes of $10,000 a year or
less, as compared to 39 percent in the urban
counties.

The study also revealed that participants
in rural areas were more likely to have used
crack cocaine than those in urban areas (33
percent rural, 28 percent urban) but were less
likely to have injected drugs (14 percent
rural, 16 percent urban). Rural participants
were more likely to have not used condoms
with their steady sexual partner (48 percent
rural, 38 percent urban) and were less likely
to have received money or drugs for sex (12
percent rural, 18 percent urban).

The State Consortia—South Carolina relies
primarily on eleven Title II-funded regional
consortia to provide primary care and sup-
port services to persons living with HIV/
AIDS. CARE Act-funded services also are
provided by two Title III grantees and one
Title IV grantee. The DHEC administers the
Title IV grant on a statewide basis that pro-
vides mostly tertiary and specialty care and
assures that primary care is easily accessible
for infants, children, youth, and women in-
fected and affected by HIV. The two Title IIT
grantees that focus on outpatient early
intervention and primary care services are
based in Columbia, the state’s capital, and in
Ridgeland, in the southern section of the
state. The Ridgeland Title III provider was
first funded in fiscal year 1998, so it is still a
relatively new component to the service net-
work in this area (note: two new Title IIT
grantees were funded in 1999—Greenville
Community Health Center in Greenville and
Low Country Health Care Systems in Fair-
fax. The addition of these two primary care
providers brings additional federal resources
to two rural consortia).

The state opted for the consortia system
due to a lack of support service and medical
providers, especially in rural areas. The
statewide plan developed in 1990 identified
primary medical care as the greatest need in
the state. The formation of consortia was
seen as a way to stimulate the development
of local service networks.

Initially, the state funded consortia in four
areas. By 1994, statewide coverage was
achieved through the formation of seven
more consortia. The consortia basically mir-
ror the geographic boundaries of the state’s
public health districts to each consortia re-
gion also includes a local health department.

The consortia, which vary in size from
three to six counties, are charged with as-
sessing needs and resources in their region
and developing and maintaining a service de-
livery network. Each consortium has devel-
oped a unique system of care based on exist-
ing needs and available resources in the serv-
ice area. The following variables influenced
the development service networks in the
consortia:

Existence of AIDS service organizations
(ASOs) prior to the formation of the consor-
tium.

Ability of the lead organization to identify
and recruit other providers into the services
network,

Availability of primary care providers in
the service area and their willingness to
work with persons living with HIV/AIDS,

Availability of training opportunities and
information sources on HIV treatment for
primary care providers, and

Access to specialty providers.

Several providers stressed the role person-
ality plays in developing service networks in
rural areas. Many relationships between
service providers are informal and are forged
between staff members in various agencies.
Service delivery systems must be flexible
enough to allow staff to take advantage of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

these informal linkages that can provide ac-
cess to necessary expertise or resources.

Currently, 39 percent of the state’s Title II
funds (including ADAP) go to the consortia.
Funds received by each consortium are based
on the estimated number of persons living
with HIV/AIDS in the region, with some
variance in the formula due to demonstrated
need. Consortia are funded through a request
for proposal (RFP) process and awarded
funds on a five-year cycle. While the process
is designed to be competitive, only a single
applicant has applied for each region. Serv-
ice and reporting requirements are outlined
in the RFP and any necessary changes can be
made in the annual contracts. DHEC meets
quarterly with consortia contacts.

The consortia developed into one of three
basic structures:

Lead agency and subcontractors,

Single lead agency providing both primary
care and support services, and

Single lead agency providing case manage-
ment with informal linkages to primary
care.

The structure that evolved depended great-
ly on the resources available in the commu-
nities. For example, the Midlands AIDS Con-
sortium, based in Columbia, SC serves both
urban and rural areas. The consortium fo-
cused on establishing linkages through a sys-
tem of subcontracts because there already
were agencies providing HIV-related serv-
ices. In other consortia regions, a single
agency was identified and funded to provide
HIV-related services that may or may not al-
ready have been available in the region.

Quality Assurance—The Ryan White CARE
Act Peer Review Committee oversees the ac-
tivities of Title II consortia in the state. It
is made up of eleven members, one for each
consortium, and DHEC representatives.
When the committee was formed in 1996,
each consortium completed a self assess-
ment. The committee established a mission
statement based on the findings of this proc-
ess. For the last two years the committee
was developing standards and guidelines that
consortia can use as tools to assess services.

The committee has developed guidelines
for case management services and is also de-
veloping outcome measures for primary care.
To develop the guidelines for case manage-
ment services, the committee surveyed all
case managers in the state and held a series
of meetings for additional input. Based on
the findings of this process, the committee
has developed standards for intake, assess-
ment, and discharge.

State Efforts to Link HIV Services in
Rural Areas—While the state relies pri-
marily on the consortia to meet needs in
their own regions, the state does conduct ac-
tivities that assist in the provision of serv-
ices in rural areas. The state has consoli-
dated the ADAP program in a centralized
pharmacy operated by DHEC which allows
the state to administer the program in a
cost-effective manner while rapidly dis-
pensing medications. Medications are mailed
to clients at their homes. Initially, medica-
tions were distributed through local health
department pharmacies but increases in the
number of persons living with HIV/AIDS
soon exceeded the capacity of the regional
pharmacies to carry out the necessary serv-
ices.

A major advantage of the centralized phar-
macy approach is that it allows DHEC to as-
sess adherence to U.S. Public Health Service
treatment guidelines through monitoring
prescriptions for persons living with HIV/
AIDS in rural areas. DHEC pharmacists re-
view prescriptions for any deviation from the
standard protocol. If an irregularity is iden-
tified, the physician is contacted to find out
why the medications were prescribed and to
discuss treatment decisions before the pre-
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scription is filled. This provides a training
opportunity for physicians in rural areas
who may not have treated a large number of
persons living with HIV/AIDS and may lack
expertise in HIV treatment.

Local providers frequently report the
shortage of physicians with expertise in HIV
treatment. The state employs a Title II-
funded medical consultant who is available
to consult with physicians. All physicians
treating HIV are encouraged to develop an
informal relationship with the medical con-
sultant. For the Title III providers, the state
plans to move toward a primary provider
model, in which persons living with HIV/
AIDS access medical services through a phy-
sician in their community who has access to
specialty providers who can be contacted for
either consultation or referral.

Challenges

Serving a Large Region—Initially, most of
the services provided by the CARETEAM,
the lead agency of the Waccamaw Care Con-
sortium and based in Myrtle Beach, were
concentrated in Horry County, near Myrtle
Beach, and all staff members resided in this
area. To meet with clients in the two south-
ern counties required staff to make a round
trip from the agency’s office in the northern
part of the service area. To alleviate some of
this travel, case managers who reside in the
outlying counties were hired. On days when
case managers see clients in the southern
part of the service area, these case managers
do not go into the office to reduce driving
time. Staff also may see clients at either the
beginning or the end of the day, before or
after they have been to the office.

Within a large service area, outlying areas
may have access to fewer services and feel
less connected to a service provider. In addi-
tion to improving services for clients, hiring
staff from that area help to facilitate link-
ages with the community. CARETEAM
found that as they increased their presence
in the two southern counties, it was much
easier to work within these communities in
terms of raising awareness of HIV and of
CARETEAM services.

According to Jeff Kimbro, Executive Direc-
tor of CARETEAM, ‘“We have worked hard to
make sure that Georgetown and Williams-
burg Counties feel they have a stake in the
organization and know that we are here to
serve them. Even though these counties will
never have the same level of resources as
Horry County, as we’ve expanded our efforts
in the area we have seen the community
gradually become more involved in the re-
sponse to the epidemic.”

Knowledge Level of Primary Care Pro-
viders—Because it does not have physicians
on staff or have contracts with medical pro-
viders, the ACCESS Network has had to
work hard to assure that physicians in the
service areas have access to information on
the treatment of HIV. Located in Hilton
head and Hampton, ACCESS Network is the
lead agency for the Low Country Care Con-
sortium. According to Jerry Binns, President
of ACCESS Network, physicians have be-
come much more knowledgeable about HIV
in the past few years but it is still necessary
to provide educational opportunities.

ACCESS Network has used a variety of ap-
proaches. They regularly provide written
materials on treatment developments to
local practitioners. They also hold informal
meetings between ACCESS Network staff
and local practitioners, organize educational
presentations by experts (sometimes done
with support from pharmaceutical compa-
nies), and foster relationships between local
practitioners and HIV experts in the state
who are available for phone consultation.
While knowledge level is important in terms
of the quality of care, ACCESS Network ac-
knowledged that the stigma attached to HIV
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is still a barrier in terms of physicians’ will-
ingness to treat persons living with HIV/
AIDS. Other deterrents include a fear of
being perceived as an ‘“AIDS doctor,”” the
perception that HIV/AIDS needs to be treat-
ed by a specialist, the potential financial
costs of treating people with HIV (low reim-
bursement rates), scheduling time to attend
training activities and the distance providers
must travel for training. For more informa-
tion about each of South Carolina’s consor-
tium, please refer to Appendix E.
CONCLUSION
State Efforts that Support HIV Services in Rural
Areas

Local providers in both states identified
several ways that the state HIV/AIDS Pro-
gram (Title II grantees) can support the de-
livery of HIV services in rural areas in pro-
gram components that are often difficult to
resolve.

Assistance in Diversifying Funding
Sources—Although sources of financial sup-
port can be limited in rural areas, service
providers expressed concern about being
overly dependent on the state and the Ryan
White CARE Act for funding. Rarely do rural
areas have access to a fundraising base or
grant opportunities from foundations and
corporate donors as do service providers in
urban areas. Providers also acknowledged
that many do not possess the organizational
capacity to conduct fundraising activities or
prepare grant proposals and/or contracts.
Providers suggested that states provide tech-
nical assistance on fundraising, grant writ-
ing, and financial and organizational capac-
ity building. States may have the resources
to hire a fundraiser who can focus on identi-
fying new sources of funding for HIV services
for rural areas. States can assist in identi-
fying funding sources in the private sector
and pass information about such sources to
providers at the local level.

Identification of Outcome Measures—
States can play a role in initiating and
maintaining a process to develop outcome
measures for rural medical and support serv-
ices. While conducting this type of program
evaluation can mean additional work for
providers, it helps them to focus on the effec-
tiveness of their services, account for funds,
and demonstrate that they are improving
the health status of persons living with HIV/
AIDS in rural areas in which they provide
services.

Fostering Ryan White CARE Act Cross-
Title Collaboration—Especially in rural
areas, service providers can be separated by
significant distances making the establish-
ment of linkages more difficult. The absence
of established links, especially in areas in
which other CARE Act providers (Title III,
IV, and SPNS) are present, but are not par-
ticipating in the state’s Title II-funded ac-
tivities, can lead to duplication of and/or sig-
nificant gaps in service delivery. States can
play a role in facilitating cross-title collabo-
ration within service areas to assure more
coordinated service delivery.

Strengthening Prevention Efforts—Rural
areas can be more conservative than urban
areas and more resistant to HIV prevention
efforts. The lack of prevention efforts can re-
sult in less public awareness which, in turn,
may reinforce the perception that HIV is not
a problem in rural areas. This lack of aware-
ness on the part of the public, especially in
rural areas, may lead to increased spread of
HIV and delays in accessing services. Since
states administer HIV prevention funds as
well, they can provide leadership in recom-
mending or mandating HIV prevention pro-
grams at the local level and providing tech-
nical assistance in implementing such pro-
grams. Additionally, states can move to
strengthen linkages between HIV counseling
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and testing services and HIV-related primary
care and support services to facilitate access
to care.

State Responses to the Challenges of Serv-
ing Persons Living with HIV/AIDS—Both
New Mexico and South Carolina have imple-
mented strategies that seem to be working
well for their respective residents who are
living with HIV/AIDS. Both states also have
found it necessary to remain flexible in im-
plementing these strategies to meet the
needs of specific groups of residents who
have unique challenges from one geographic
area to another within each state. The selec-
tion of these two states in no way suggests
that other states are not conducting exem-
plary work to assure positive outcomes for
their respective residents. The selection of
these states simply presents an opportunity
to share information with other jurisdictions
and stimulate national discussion among
states on how best to meet the needs of per-
sons living with HIV/AIDS in rural areas.

INTERVIEWS
NEW MEXICO

David Barrett, HMA Director, District 2,
Southwest C.A.R.E. Center, Santa Fe, 505/
986-1084.

Kathleen Kelly, HMA Director, District 1,
New Mexico AIDS Services, Albuquerque,
505/266-0911.

Kari Maier, HMA Director, District 3, Ca-
mino De Vida Center for HIV Services, Las
Cruces, 505/532-0202.

Jane Peranteau, HMA Director, District 4,
Pecos Valley HIV/AIDS Resource Center,
Roswell, 800/957-1995.

Donald Torres, Section Head, HIV/AIDS
Program, Infectious Disease Bureau, Public
Health Division, New Mexico Department of
Health, 505/476-3629.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Department of Health and Environmental Con-
trol

Lynda Kettinger, Director, STD/HIV
Branch, Division of Preventive and Personal
Health, 803/898-0749.

JoAnn Lafontaine, RWCA Coordinator,
STD/HIV Branch, Division of Preventive and
Personal Health, 803/898-0752.

Low Country Care Consortium

Jerry Binns, President, ACCESS Network,
843/681-2431.

Ann Driessen, Case Manager, Beaufort-Jas-
per Comprehensive Health Services,
Ridgeland, 843/987-7458.

Midlands Care Consortium

Pat Derajtys, Nurse Practitioner, Depart-
ment of Internal Medicine, University of
South Carolina School of Medicine, 803/540—
1000.

Carmen Julius, Executive Director, Pal-
metto AIDS Life Support Services (PALSS),
803/779-7251.

Nancy Raley, Executive Director, Midlands
Care Consortium, 803/540-1000.

Michelle Rojas, Title III Project Coordi-
nator, Richland Community Health Care As-
sociation, 803/799-8407.

Pee Dee Care Consortium

Karen Beckford, Executive Director, Help
for the Pee Dee, 843/667-9414.

Tri-County Interagency AIDS Coalition

Carl Humphries, Communicable Disease
Supervisor, Edisto Health Department, 803/
533-7229.

Waccamaw Care Consortium

Jeff Kimbro, Executive Director,
CARETEAM, 843/236-9000.
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APPENDIX A: FEDERAL DEFINITION OF A RURAL
AREA

One of the challenges of addressing needs
in rural areas from a policymaker’s perspec-
tive is that the term ‘‘rural’ is not easily de-
fined. Of the various definitions, two of the
most commonly used by federal programs
were developed by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) and the Bureau of the
Census. Both of these definitions establish a
quantitative measure to define rural.

The Bureau of the Census defines an urban-
ized area (UA) by population density. Each
UA includes a central city and the sur-
rounding densely settled territory that to-
gether have a population of 50,000 or more
and a population density exceeding 1,000 peo-
ple per square mile. A UA may cover parts of
several counties. Additionally, places (cities,
towns, villages, etc) with a population of
2,500 or more outside of a UA are considered
to be an urban.

OMB designates Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) as one city with 50,000 or more
inhabitants or an urbanized area (defined by
the Bureau of Census) with at least 50,000 in-
habitants and a total MSA population of at
least 100,000 (75,000 in New England). Each
MSA must include the county in which the
central city is located and additional contig-
uous counties that are economically and so-
cially integrated with the central county.
Any county that is not included in an MSA
is considered to be non-metropolitan. Peri-
odically, OMB reclassifies counties on the
basis of Census data and population esti-
mates.

It is generally agreed that in rural areas,
unless additional encouragement or support
is provided, easy geographical access to
health and social services is lacking. How-
ever, the definitions start to get blurry when
considering some metropolitan counties that
are so large they contain small towns and
rural areas. By one estimate, based on 1980
decennial census data, of the slightly over 32
million persons who live in large metropoli-
tan counties, approximately two million
lived in small towns and rural areas without
easy geographical access to central areas
(Goldsmith, 1993).

APPENDIX B: CHARACTERISTICS OF U.S. RURAL
POPULATION

In 1997, over 54 million Americans lived in
rural areas, making up 20 percent of the U.S.
population. During much of the 1990s, the
rural population grew faster than urban pop-
ulations.

Race/Ethnicity—Eighty-three (83) percent
of rural residents are white, as compared to
69 percent of urban residents. African Ameri-
cans make up nine percent of the rural popu-
lation and 14 percent of the urban popu-
lation. Hispanics account for five percent of
the rural population and 11 percent of the
urban population.
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Income Level—In 1996, real per capita in-
come in rural areas was $18,5627 as compared
to $25,944 in urban areas. Sixteen percent of
rural residents live in poverty as compared
to 13 percent of urban residents. Poverty is
especially high among rural minorities with
35 percent of African Americans, 33 percent
of Hispanics, and 34 percent of Native Ameri-
cans in rural areas living in poverty. In com-
parison, 27 percent of African Americans, 27
percent of Hispanics, and 29 percent of Na-
tive Americans living in urban areas live in
poverty.

Unemployment—In 1997, unemployment in
rural areas was 5.2 percent as compared to 4.9
percent in urban areas.

Health Insurance—In 1996, 46 percent of
rural residents lacked private health insur-
ance as compared to 38 percent of urban resi-
dents.

Access to Health Care Providers—Over 22
million rural Americans live in areas that
are designated Primary Care Health Profes-
sional Shortage Areas (HPSAs).

Source: ‘‘Facts about the Rural Population
of the United States,” Rural Information
Center Health Service, August 1998.

APPENDIX C: CHARACTERISTICS OF COMMU-
NITIES OF COLOR AT RISK FOR HIV/AIDS

Although African Americans account for
approximately 13 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, they represent 36 of all AIDS cases
and 45 percent of all new HIV infections.
Similarly, Hispanic Americans constitute
approximately 8 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, but account for 18 percent of all AIDS
cases and 22 percent of new HIV infections.
Risk for HIV infection may be compounded
by diversity in nationalities and cultural
practices, language and poverty.

Native Americans often live in geographi-
cally remote areas in the United States. Na-
tive Americans represent less than one per-
cent of the total United States population
and comprise at least 557 federally recog-
nized tribes with each tribe having its own
traditions, beliefs, and cultural practices.
Approximately 1,800 cases of AIDS have been
reported among Native Americans through
1997.

Asian Americans have come to the United
States from more than forty countries and
territories and speak more than one hundred
languages and dialects. Generally, Asian
Americans live in more urban areas, as op-
posed to remote rural locations. As HIV/
AIDS infections increase throughout South
and Southeast Asia, the likelihood of a rise
in new infections among Asian Americans
accelerates as families traverse back and
forth between their home countries and the
United States.

APPENDIX D: NEW MEXICO AIDS SERVICES;
DESCRIPTIONS OF FOUR HMA DISTRICTS

District 1, Albuquerque (Counties served:
Bernalillo, Cibola, McKinley, Sandoval, San
Juan, Socorro, Torrance and Valencia).

Caseload—495 clients.

Client Characteristics:

Male: 90%, Female: 10%.

African American: 4%, Hispanic: 37%, Na-
tive American: 7%, White: 50%.

Clients with a third party payer: 36%.

Rural clients: 14% (any client residing out-
side of Bernalillo County).

Capitation Rate:

Case Management: $221 per client/month.

Primary Care: $109 per client/month.

The state contracts with two agencies,
both based in Albuquerque, to provide serv-
ices in the District 1 HMA. Since initiation
of the HMA, New Mexico AIDS Services
(NMAS) and the University of New Mexico,
Health Science Center, Infectious Disease
Clinic have worked closely to coordinate
case management services and primary care,
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even though services are provided at sepa-
rate sites. In 2000, both case management/
support services and clinical care will be
available at one location in Albuquerque.
The HMA also has a field office in Farm-
ington, New Mexico. One case manager is
based in Farmington and clients in outlying
areas can either access primary care in Albu-
querque or from local physicians funded
through the Title IITI program. If a client
does chose to travel to Albuquerque, mileage
is reimbursed.

The case manager in Farmington will
make home visits or meet clients at a des-
ignated location. The Farmington case man-
ager carries a caseload of approximately 40
clients, in comparison to the 48-55 clients
served by case managers in Albuquerque be-
cause of the additional travel time required.

Regional community task force meetings
are held four times a year for clients, fami-
lies, and rural providers. Two of the meet-
ings are held in Farmington and two are held
in other regions of the HMA. The meetings
allow an opportunity for clients to provide
feedback on services. Dinner is provided at
the meeting to encourage attendance.
District 2, Santa Fe—(Counties served: Colfar,

Harding, Los Alamos, Mora, Rio Arriba,
San Miguel, Santa Fe, Taos, and Union)

Caseload—285 are enrolled in the HMA—the
maximum stipulated in the contract with
the state (of a total of 317 clients).

Client Characteristics:

Male: 90%, Female: 10%.

African American: 2%, Hispanic: 39%, Na-
tive American: 4%, White: 54%.

Clients with a third party payer: 94% (43%
are on CHIP).

Rural clients: 43% (any client residing out-
side of the City of Santa Fe).

Capitation Rate:

Under 300% FPL: $305/mo.

Over 300% FPL: $50/mo.

The District 2 HMA is administered by the
Southwest C.A.R.E. Center (SCC), an AIDS
service organization (ASO) based in Santa
Fe. SCC’s clinic is staffed with physicians,
nurses, and case managers and provides one-
stop shopping for clients. Centralized serv-
ices have allowed SCC to adopt a care team
model, in which the case manager, physician
and client work closely to determine an ap-
propriate course of treatment and support
for the client.

Many clients in outlying counties prefer to
go to Santa Fe, if at all possible, because of
the quality of primary care services provided
at the Santa Fe clinic. Mileage is reimbursed
to all primary care and case management ap-
pointments. For those who prefer not to or
cannot go to Santa Fe, case management
services are available in Taos. The two case
managers in Taos have about half the case-
load of those in Santa Fe due to the travel
required to meet with clients.

District 3, Las Cruces—(Counties served:
Catron, Dona Ana, Grant, Hidalgo, Luna,
Otero, and Sierra)

Caseload—90 clients.

Client Characteristics:

Male: 83%, Female: 16% (1% other).

African American: 3%, Hispanic: 52%, Na-
tive American: 2%, White: 43%.

Rural clients: 50% (any client residing out-
side of the City of Las Cruces).

Capitation Rate:

$387 per client/month.

Camino de Vida Center for HIV Services is
based in Las Cruces, the second largest city
in the state. The HMA employs two full-time
case managers. A promotor, an additional
staff member not funded through the HMA,
works with case managers and focuses on
trans-border services. The promotor sees cli-
ents who travel regularly between the
United States and Mexico. Even though more
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than half of their caseload is Hispanic, nei-

ther of the HMA-funded case managers is bi-

lingual. The agency would like to hire a

part-time bilingual case manager. Currently,

the client resource coordinator, who is bilin-
gual, will travel to appointments with the
case managers when it is necessary.

Case managers see most clients once per
month, but the amount of contact depends
on clients’ need. Case managers make home
visits but many clients from rural areas also
travel to Las Cruces.

The agency’s medical director sees clients
at the Las Cruces clinic. Private physicians
participating in the state’s Title III program
provide services outside of Las Cruces. Some
clients see a physician in District 4 because
it is closer to where they reside and some cli-
ents with private insurance go to El Paso for
primary care since there is more access to
infectious disease physicians there.

District 4, Roswell—(Counties served: Chaves,
Curry, De Baca, Eddy, Guadalupe, Lea,
Lincoln, Quay, and Roosevelt)

Caseload—82 clients.

Client Characteristics:cell 078

Male: 81%, Female: 19%.

African American: 10%,
White: 54%.

Rural clients: 100%.

Capitation Rate:

$314 per client/month.

Pecos Valley HIV/AIDS Resource Center is
an ASO that provides case management and
support services and also conducts HIV pre-
vention activities, including syringe ex-
change. The agency provides HIV counseling
and testing, which serves as a direct link to
services for newly diagnosed persons living
with HIV/AIDS. However, approximately 50
percent of the HMA’s clients first are diag-
nosed with HIV in the hospital or emergency
room.

This HMA does not provide on-site medical
services. The staff nurse handles most of the
assessment and referral of clients. For exam-
ple, clients will call the nurse to see if a cer-
tain condition is severe enough to warrant a
trip to the emergency room or if it can be
addressed at their next medical appoint-
ment. This approach is more cost effective
than having a physician on staff. The HMA
has a memoranda of agreement (MOAs) to
provide services to their clients with two
physicians in the area that are funded
through the Title III program.

One case manager is on staff and the agen-
cy also contracts with another agency to
provide case management services. This
agency was providing case management serv-
ices before the HMA was formed and some of
the clients preferred to remain with their
original case manager. Case managers get to
know clients personally and address their
needs on an individual basis because the
caseload is small. Contact with the case
manager is dependent on client need. Ap-
proximately 30-40 percent of clients meet
with their case manager at least once every
two months. About ten percent of clients
come into the office for appointments. The
case manager travels to the remaining 90
percent of clients. Travel time can be as long
as 3.5 hours one way.

APPENDIX E: SOUTH CAROLINA’S LEAD PRI-

MARY CARE AND SUPPORT SERVICE AGENCIES

Tri-County  Interagency AIDS Coalition—
(Counties served: Bamberg, Calhoun, and
Orangeburg)

Caseload—355 clients.

Client Characteristics:

Male: 61%, Female: 39%.

African American: 93%, White: 7%.

Uninsured: 70%.

Rural: 100%.

The Edisto Health Department, based in
Orangeburg, is the lead agency of the Tri-

Hispanic: 36%,
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County Interagency AIDS Coalition. The
health department estimates that there are
between 500-700 persons living with HIV/
AIDS in the service area and it plans to in-
crease outreach efforts to bring more people
into care.

The lead agency administers all the Title
II funds received by the consortium. There
are few service providers in the area and
many support services, such as the local food
and clothing banks, are provided on a very
limited basis by the local churches. The
churches have formed a coalition, called the
Cooperative Church Ministries of Orange-
burg (CCMO) and combined their resources
for a more coordinated approach of helping
the community. CCMO administers the
Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS
(HOPWA) funds for the consortium (writing
the checks to the landlords).

The health department employs three
nurses (two full-time and one part-time) as
case managers. Due to the staffing at the
health department, nurses were more readily
available than social workers to fill the case
manager positions. Case managers focus
much of their time on treatment education
and arranging access to prescriptions in ad-
dition to assuring that the other needs of cli-
ents are addressed.

Flexibility is an important element of the
relationship between clients and their case
manager. Case managers see clients during
clinic visits and also maintain phone con-
tact. Since many of the clients are isolated,
home visits strengthen the provider/client
relationship and the health department be-
lieves that face-to-face interaction is impor-
tant in helping clients adhere to their treat-
ment regimens. The case mangers can assess
the client’s environment and identify factors
that may make adherence difficult. For ex-
ample, a client may live with people who are
not aware of his or her HIV status and feels
that he or she cannot take medications with-
out having his or her HIV status discovered.

The case managers also will meet with cli-
ents at other sites that the client may des-
ignate and will drive clients to appointments
if they prefer to meet at the agency’s office.
The disease intervention specialist, who
works for the same department that admin-
isters the HIV/AIDS program, will visit cli-
ents if they are in the area doing partner no-
tification.

The health department provides both pri-
mary and specialty care. It contracts on an
hourly basis (the most cost effective way for
the health department to provide care) with
four general practitioners and an Infectious
Disease (ID) Physician (there is only a small
number of IDs in the state and most are in
Charleston and Columbia). The ID physician
consults with the four other physicians.

The health department’s clinic for clients
is open every Thursday from 5-9 p.m. Each
week it is staffed by three physicians, in-
cluding the ID physician. The commitment
of the physicians involved is a critical com-
ponent. For example, some clients are resist-
ant to attending the clinic, whether they
fear loss of confidentiality or are just not
emotionally prepared in their acceptance of
their HIV status. The ID physician will see
these clients in his office on a routine or
emergency basis. One of the concerns about
limited clinic hours is that clients may not
have access to care when they need it. For
example, if a client calls on Monday with a
sore throat, they will have to wait until
Thursday to see a physician. If the situation
requires, the client is referred to the emer-
gency room.

Once again, transportation can serve as a
major barrier for clients attending the week-
ly clinic. The health department contracts
with a transportation service. When they
were considering the contract, it was discov-
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ered that if they paid by the mile they could
only pay a contractor the health depart-
ment’s standard reimbursement rate. This
was far too low for a professional provider.
Instead, the health department pays the pro-
vider a flat fee per week (about $10,000 per
year) to bring clients to the Thursday night
clinic. The health department carefully mon-
itors the contract to make sure it is cost ef-
fective.

Waccamaw Care Consortium, Myrtle Beach—
(Counties served: Georgetown, Horry, and
Williamsburg)

Caseload—350 active clients (will serve
nearly 450 over the course of the year)

Client Characteristics:

Male: 60%, Female: 40%.

African American: 57%,
White: 40%, Other: 1%.

Uninsured and underinsured: 80%.

Rural: 50%.

CARETEAM, based in Myrtle Beach, is the
lead agency of the Waccamaw Care Consor-
tium, which is composed of ten agencies.
Horry County is primarily middle class and
the other two counties are more rural and
have fewer resources. The lead agency pro-
vides both medical care and support services.
One of the challenges identified in service
delivery in the region is that the service area
is long and narrow, and the lead agency is lo-
cated in the northern part of the region. It
may take more than 1.5 hours, one way, to
travel to the outlying areas because of the
geographic configuration of the service area.

CARETEAM employs four case managers.
Three have caseloads of about 90-100 clients.
The Director of Case Management has a
smaller caseload of about 40 clients because
this caseload requires more intensive man-
agement. Case managers contact clients by
phone at least once a month and meet with
clients on a face-to-face basis at least once
every three months (when applicable). Case
managers will meet with clients at the of-
fice, clients’ homes, or at a designated loca-
tion.

The agency contracts with five physicians
that have been recruited (either paid per
month or per patient). Two of the doctors re-
side in the region. The other three are ID
physicians that commute from Charleston.
The clinics are operated all day Monday and
half day on Tuesday and Wednesday. Limited
clinic hours have not been a problem since
clients can see a physician during off-hours
if necessary. All clinics are held off-site at
three physicians’ offices located throughout
the service area. A key component in the
provision of primary care is the medical case
manager, who is a medical technician. The
medical case manager does all the adminis-
trative work, including scheduling appoint-
ments, lab work and prescriptions assistance
(i.e. state, ADAP, pharmaceutical compa-
nies) for the phyisican to cut down on their
work. The medical case manager is present
at all the clinics.

Transportation is provided to medical vis-
its by either volunteers or through contracts
with individual drivers who are paid by the
hour. CARETEAM has used taxis in the past
but these proved to be too expensive. While
some providers in rural areas have been re-
luctant to use volunteers to provide trans-
portation, fearing clients will be resistant to
riding with volunteers due to confidentiality
concerns, this has not been the experience of
CARETEAM. In the future, CARETEAM
would like to acquire a van and hire a driver
on a part-time basis to provide transpor-
tation to clients.

Pee Dee Care Consortium—(Counties served:
Chesterfield, Darlington, Dillion, Florence,
Mavrion and Marlboro)

Caseload—410 clients.

Client Characteristics:

Hispanic: 1%,
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Male: 65%, Female: 35%.

African American: 96%.

Uninsured: 96%.

Rural: 70%.

Hope for the Pee Dee, an ASO based in
Florence, is the consortium’s lead agency
and the sole recipient of Title II funds. The
agency provides case management services
and onsite primary medical care. The agen-
cy’s medical clinic is open three days a week
and staffed by a general practitioner. The
agency will contract with an ID physician in
the near future who will be available for con-
sultation.

The clinic employs three full-time case
managers, each with a caseload of approxi-
mately one hundred twenty clients. Most of
the clients (about 80 percent) come into the
medical clinic at least once a month and
meet with their case manager at the same
time. Case managers contact clients by
phone every six weeks. For the majority of
clients, medical services are not the top pri-
ority. Instead, they are much more con-
cerned with issues related to daily living
such as access to benefits, housing, food, and
job training.

In the consortium region, access to other
community-based support services is lim-
ited. Lack of transportation can impact ac-
cess but there are other challenges. For ex-
ample, the local food bank recently experi-
enced funding problems that could have jeop-
ardized food services for persons living with
HIV/AIDS. As the only agency of its kind in
the region, if it had to close, even tempo-
rarily, it would have been difficult to ar-
range an alternative source of food for the
agency’s clients.

Most clients can find some way to get to
the clinic, such as the Rural Transit System,
but this travel can be time consuming and
inconvenient. The agency will help arrange
local transportation and will pay when nec-
essary. The agency would like to either es-
tablish a mobile clinic or find physicians in
the region who would donate office space in
which the agency could hold off-site clinics.

Low Country Care Consortium, Hilton Head—
(Counties served: Beaufort, Colleton, Hamp-
ton, and Jasper)

Caseload—190 clients.

Client Characteristics:

Male: 58%, Female: 42%.

African American: 65%, Asian/Pacific Is-
lander: 1%, Hispanic: 5%, White: 29%.

Uninsured: 85%.

Rural: 100%.

ACCESS Network, located in Hilton Head
and Hampton, is the lead agency for the Low
Country Care Consortium, which serves a
four-county area in the southeastern section
of the state. The service area is about the
size of Delaware and Rhode Island combined
and has a population of about 200,000. The
consortium considers the entire service area
to be rural in nature.

ACCESS Network is an ASO providing a
full range of support services. In the service
area, primary care is provided by various
clinics, including Beaufort/Jasper Com-
prehensive Health Services, a Title III-fund-
ed provider, and private physicians. The
Title III provider was first funded in 1998 and
operates five local clinics serving Beaufort,
Hampton and Jasper Counties. This addi-
tional funding for primary case services al-
lowed the consortium to expand support
services with Title II funds that had been
previously used for primary care.

ACCESS Network employs two case man-
agers, each serving a specific geographic
area. One serves approximately 110 clients,
the other 65-85. The case managers focus on
the assessment of client needs through face-
to-face interaction. Most meetings with cli-
ents take place off-site, requiring significant
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travel on the part of case managers. The
agency utilizes support personnel to carry
out the benefits management process and
complete paper work in order to provide suf-
ficient time for the case managers to meet
with clients. Contact with case managers de-
pends on the severity of the client’s needs.
Approximately 20 percent of the caseload re-
quires intensive contact either daily or once
a week. Other clients see their case manager
every 6-9 months.

Case managers link clients with primary
care providers in the service region. There
are no formal linkages between ACCESS
Network and these providers. Primary care
is available from clinics operated by rural
health services, private physicians and non-
profit health care providers. Since ACCESS
is not formally linked to primary health care
providers, case managers play an important
role in assuring that clients access care. At
intake, clients are asked if they already have
a physician that they would like to continue
to see and whether they have a source of
payment. If the client does not have a physi-
cian, a referral is made based on geography
and ability to pay. Low-income clients are
treated in various local clinics that provide
services on a free or sliding-scale basis to eli-
gible clients.

Because the physicians in these clinics see
more HIV-infected clients, they often have
greater expertise in the treatment of HIV
than other physicians in the community. Cli-
ents who are not eligible for these clinics
(because of income level or they have private
insurance) may end up seeing local physi-
cians with less experience in treating HIV or
having to drive to Savannah or Charleston to
see an infectious disease specialist (any-
where from 50-110 miles one way). ACCESS
provides some funds to primary care pro-
viders for services such as diagnostic tests,
lab work or co-payments that are not cov-
ered by other payment sources. The primary
care providers invoice ACCESS for these
agreed upon services.

In the last eighteen months, ACCESS has
been strengthening its ties with primary
care providers and there has been greater co-
ordination between physicians and case man-
agers. Physicians and case managers consult
about the clients’ course of treatment and
other factors impacting the client’s overall
wellbeing. Case managers also serve as a
treatment advocate for the client.

As in many rural areas, informal linkages
can be very important in obtaining a full
range of medical and support services for cli-
ents. For example, situated next to ACCESS
Network’s Hilton Head office is ‘“Volunteers
in Medicine,” a clinic staffed by retired
health professionals who provide free health
care. While it was a coincidence that the
clinic opened next door to ACCESS Network,
it has resulted in a close collaboration be-
tween the two agencies and allows case man-
agers to be much more involved in the care
of clients receiving treatment at the ‘‘Volun-
teers in Medicine” clinic.

Mr. Speaker, what this report talks
about, it kind of looks in depth at two
rural States. They chose New Mexico
because it had a high incidence of mi-
norities and had a lot of rural cities
with small towns in those areas and
Hispanics and Indians were in New
Mexico. They chose South Carolina
again because of the smallness and the
rural nature of the State and the high
incidence of African Americans. What
they found in both of those cases is
that there were some challenges in
both of those States.

In addition to all the things I talked
about earlier, there is a lack of Federal
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dollars; there is a lack of public aware-
ness, inadequate housing and unstable
home environment. There is just a lack
of community understanding, of family
support, that they could not, in fact,
have the kind of support that would en-
able people in the South to get it. Also
there is a lack of transportation serv-
ices in those areas, a lack of case man-
agement and services and a comprehen-
sive program to respond to AIDS pro-
grams, a lack of services to assist peo-
ple in understanding they need to stay
on their drug treatment and have a
management system, have a dis-
ciplined system where, indeed, they
were under those areas, certainly a
lack of mental counseling or religious
counseling in these areas, and a lack of
actually just an appreciation of the
disease.

There are issues that indeed affect us
in more ways than we would think. But
my reason in bringing this, Mr. Speak-
er, is to have my colleagues to recog-
nize that AIDS is an issue that is af-
fecting the South and is going unno-
ticed. It is a silent disease killing peo-
ple. We cannot work on those percep-
tions that we have had. We need to un-
derstand the fact. We really need to
look and to see what we can do to curb
and certainly the whole issue of sexu-
ally transmitted disease and it being a
predictor for the likelihood of getting
HIV, that ought to be addressed. Only
28 counties in more than 3,000 counties
in the country really have any signifi-
cant cases of sexually transmitted dis-
ease, and in North Carolina we cer-
tainly have it. There is a relationship.
We can fight that. We can fight that
only by education and awareness.

The final article I wanted to ref-
erence is indeed the impact it is having
on women. Again, one of the
misperceptions is that this is a disease
of white gay men. That could not be
further from the truth. As I have said,
although men constitute more than fe-
male, but the rate at which the growth
is going is happening much faster, as I
said earlier, again this is North Caro-
lina. And in North Carolina although 68
percent are male, roughly 32 percent
are female, that rate is growing faster
now for females than for males. And
the rate is growing faster for African
American females than it is for non-Af-
rican American females. This article is
from the New York Times. Again, Mr.
Speaker, I include the article for the
RECORD.

[From the New York Times, July 3, 2001]
AIDS EPIDEMIC TAKES TOLL ON BLACK WOMEN
(By Kevin Sack)

GREENWOOD, Miss.—Here is the rural
South, the image of AIDS today looks very
much like Tyeste W. Roney.

Not a gay white man. Not a crack-addicted
prostitute. But a 20-year-old black woman
with a gold stud in her nose, an orange ban-
danna covering her braids, and her nick-
name, Easha, tattooed on one leg.

In the back of her mind at least, Ms. Roney
had known for years that she could contract
H.I.V. by having unprotected sex. Her moth-
er had been telling her so since Ms. Roney
was 13, when she lost her virginity. But ei-
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ther the lesson did not stick, or Ms. Roney
did not have the power to negotiate safer sex
with older lovers. She says that many of the
men she can count as partners did not use
condoms.

In February, after enduring 10 days of
bleeding, Ms. Roney went to a health clinic.
First a nurse surprised her by telling her
that she had been pregnant and had mis-
carried. Then the nurse asked Ms. Roney if
she knew she was carrying the virus that
causes AIDS.

“I said, ‘Get out of here, that can’t be so,””’
Ms. Roney recalled. ‘I just broke down and
cried. I thought I wasn’t going to be here
long. Maybe a month.”

It is a scene that has become all too famil-
iar for poor black women here in the Mis-
sissippi Delta and across the rural south.
Even as the AIDS epidemic has subsided else-
where in the United States, it has taken firm
root among women in places like Greenwood,
where messages about prevention and protec-
tion are often overtaken by the daily strug-
gle to get by.

Researchers say that in many ways the
epidemic in the south more closely resem-
bles the situation of the developing world
than of the rest of the country. Joblessness,
substance abuse, teenage pregnancy, sexu-
ally transmitted  diseases, inadequate
schools, minimal access to health care and
entrenched poverty all conspire here to
thwart the progress that has been made
among other high-risk groups, particularly
gay men.

While AIDS rates in the United States re-
main lower among women than men, women
now account for a fourth of all newly diag-
nosed cases, double the percentage from 10
years ago. That growth has largely been
driven by the disproportionate spread of the
disease among heterosexual black women,
particularly in the South.

For those who contract H.I.V. or AIDS in
the rural South, life can become intensely
isolated. Because of widespread misunder-
standings about the ways H.I.V. is trans-
mitted, the stigma facing those who are in-
fected is often suffocating.

Many women are terrified to tell even
their families, and they find their only com-
fort in the monthly meetings of a support
group. One woman here, who lives with her
son, is convinced that he would make her eat
on paper plates and would keep her away
from her grandchildren if he knew of her ill-
ness. Ms. Roney, who has informed only her
family members, said she lost several neigh-
borhood friends after they saw a health de-
partment van pull into her driveway to pick
her up for a clinic visit.

Black women, who make up 7 percent of
the nation’s population, accounted for 16 per-
cent of all new AIDS diagnoses in 1999, a per-
centage that has grown steadily since the
syndrome was first identified 20 years ago.
By comparison, black men made up 35 per-
cent, white men 27 percent, Latino men 14
percent, and white and Latino women were
each 4 percent.

While the number of new AIDS cases in the
United States began to decline in the mid-
1990’s, the reversal started later for Southern
black women, and the drop has been slower.

From 1981 to 1999, 26,522 black women de-
veloped AIDS in the 11 states of the former
Confederacy. In Mississippi and North Caro-
lina, statistics show that more black women
than white men have contracted H.I.V. over
the epidemic’s course.

Unless a cure is found, the share of AIDS
patients who are black and female is likely
to rise. The trend is strikingly visible in
Southern states with large black popu-
lations. Here in Mississippi, 28.5 percent of
those reporting new H.I.V. infections in 2000
were black women, up from 13 percent in
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1990. In Alabama, the number rose to 31 per-
cent, from 13 percent. In North Carolina, it
rose to 27 percent, from 18 percent.

“While the H.I.V. epidemic is also increas-
ingly affecting men in the South and black
men, the overall trends for women are dis-
tinct,” concluded researchers with the Cen-
ters for Disease Conrol and Prevention in a
paper published in March in The Journal of
the American Medical Association. ‘‘The
H.I.V. epidemic in women initially centered
on injection drug-using women in the urban
Northeast, but now centers on women with
heterosexual risk in the South.”

AN EXPLOSIVE INCREASE

In 1997, Dr. Hamza O. Brimah, a Nigerian-
born physician who received training in
AIDS care in London and New York, opened
the Magnolia Medical clinic in a strip mall
here in affiliation with the Greenwood
Leflore Hospital. Dr. Brimah is the only
AIDS specialist in a nine-county area. He
started with fewer than 10 AIDS patients.
Now he has 185. He assumes he is seeing only
a fraction of those who are actually infected.

“In the beginning, I remembered
everybody’s name,” Dr. Brimah said. ‘“‘Now I
have a hard time. Who’s this? Who’s that?
They’re coming at me so fast.”

Sixty percent of Dr. Brimah’s AIDS pa-
tients are women and 95 percent are black, in
an area where 61 percent of the population is
black. Almost all were infected through het-
erosexual transmission, and a majority, he
estimates, came to him with a history of sex-
ually transmitted disease.

Research has shown that people with sexu-
ally transmitted diseases like syphilis, gon-
orrhea and chlamydia have twice to five
times the risk of contracting H.I.V., because
the diseases cause ulcerations in protective
mucous membranes. The South has consist-
ently had the country’s highest rates of sex-
ually transmitted diseases. In 1999, for in-
stance, 9 of the 10 states with the highest
rates of gonorrhea and syphilis and 7 of the
10 with the highest rates of chlamydia were
in the South, according to C.D.C. figures.

Dr. Brimah hears from his patients that
H.I.V. is often the least of their worries.
“There are issues,” he said, ‘‘of looking after
children, trying to get insurance, the lack of
a father in the home, alcohol, drugs. They
have so much going on.”

Because of that, he said, women rarely
seek out H.I.V. testing for themselves or
their partners. Many of his patients, like Ms.
Roney, learn that they are positive only
when they become pregnant.

The other thing Dr. Brimah hears repeat-
edly from his patients is that they under-
stood before they were infected that H.I.V.
could be transmitted hetrerosexually. Typi-
cally, they hold no misconceptions that
H.I.V. victimizes only gay white men. And
yet, like smokers, speeders and drug users,
they place themselves knowingly at risk.

Dr. Brimah told of one patient who duti-
fully took annual H.I.V. tests for three
years, who clearly understood the nature of
the virus and who then tested positive in the
fourth year. ‘“‘She was clued up, but she took
the risk,” he said. ‘‘She really couldn’t ex-
plain it.”

The women often struggle to explain their
recklessness. They look down at the floor
when asked to discuss their sexual behavior.
Even those who have had many sexual part-
ners will say they were choosy, that they
had known their partners for years, some-
times for a lifetime and that they trusted
them. Over and over, they say, they just did
not think it could happen to them.

“I just wasn’t thinking about no H.I.V.,
and I wasn’t thinking about no AIDS and I
wasn’t thinking about no pregnancy,” Ms.
Roney said. “‘I was just being hardheaded. I
don’t know any other way to break it down.”’
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Jean, a 44-year-old woman with AIDS who
did not want her last name used, said she fell
into a fast lifestyle after getting divorced in
1987. She said she might have had 30 to 35
partners over the last 10 years, and that they
only occasionally used condoms.

‘I guess I just blocked it out of my mind,”’
she said. ‘I thought I had a good heart so it
wouldn’t happen to me. I knew it could hap-
pen, I guess, but I was just being stupid.”’

Health workers and researchers who hear
these stories say that such high-stakes risk-
taking may seem to make no sense, but that
it must be viewed within the context of lives
defined fatalism, faith and powerlessness.
Often they say, there is little to break the
tedium and despondency of life here, and cer-
tainly little that provides pleasure, other
than sex.

“There’s a sense that you don’t control
your life that much, and if God wants me to
have H.I.V. I'll get it,” said Kathryn Whet-
ted-Goldstein, an assistant professor of pub-
lic policy at Duke who has been studying
AIDS in Southern states. ‘“All of their life
experiences teach them that they have very
little control over their future.”

Some girls start having sex at extremely
young ages, almost always with older men,
and find they have little ability to persuade
their partners to use condoms.

“Most times I asked them to use one,”
‘‘said Ms. Roney, a ninth-grade dropout, ‘“‘but
you know how guys are. They do their little
sweet talk. ‘It doesn’t feel the same. Let’s
use one next time.’ I just went along with it.
I fell into that trap.”

POVERTY, DRUGS AND RISK

Often, though not always, drugs and money
play a vital role as well. Indeed, Dr. Brimah
said the desperate need for money had be-
come an H.I.V. risk factor in the Delta in the
same way that needle-sharing was in the cit-
ies.

The Mississippi Delta, where the young
green cotton crop shares the summer land-
scape with immense catfish farming ponds,
has for years been among the poorest regions
in America.

The median income here in Leflore County
was $21,027 in 1997, more than $7,000 below
the state median, which is itself the second
lowest in the country. Three of every 10
Leflore residents live below the poverty line.
The unemployment rate in April was 7.1 per-
cent (some neighboring counties have broken
well into double digits) and the recent clos-
ing of several large plants has made work
even harder to find than usual.

The poverty is apparent on the rough
streets and unpaved alleys of black neighbor-
hoods like Baptisttown and McLaurin, where
men and women sweat out steamy nights on
the porches of dilapidated shotgun shacks.
Just across the Yazoo River lies another
world of brick mansions and lovingly tended
lawns, where the white people live.

As everywhere, some poor women here
make ends meet through prostitution, But
the more common practice is a less formal-
ized sex-for-money exchange in which noth-
ing is negotiated up front. Rather, several
women and health workers explained, there
is an unstated assumption that a woman who
engaged in casual sex with a man will be re-
warded with a little financial help, perhaps
in paying the rent, perhaps in buying gro-
ceries. As one woman explained it to Dr.
Brimah: ‘“You know how it is with men, doc.
No honey, no money.

Gina M. Wingood, assistant professor of
public health at Emory University who has
studied AIDS in rural Alabama, said ‘“It’s
just trying to make ends meet, day-to-day
survival. We sort of see it in terms of pros-
titution, but they see it as how they have to
frame their lives, especially if they have
children or elderly parents to care for.”
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Jean, the 44-year-old AIDS patient, said
she regularly operated that way. ‘‘Some of
them would pay for sex but it wasn’t like I
was out on the street,” she said. ‘“The guy
would just give me a little something some-
times. I had an apartment and had bills and
I wasn’t working.”

Jerome E. Winston, a health department
worker who tracks the sexual networks of
infected people in the Delta, said he had
heard complaints from some women about
other women who accepted insufficient com-
pensation for their companionship.

“What we had said to us a couple of times
by the other girls is that the younger girls
are messing up the system because they’re
giving it away virtually for free,” Dr. Win-
ston said. ‘“They don’t negotiate anything
except for maybe a new CD or a pair of
shoes.”

Sex is also sometimes exchanged for drugs,
particularly crack cocaine, though this
seems to be more common in larger towns in
the southern part of the state.

Sharyn Janes, a professor of nursing at the
University of Southern Mississippi, said she
heard horror stories while conducting inter-
views with people considered at high risk of
infection. One man, she said, told her that he
once drove a woman out of town when she re-
fused his demand for sex after he gave her
crack. He told her that ‘‘nobody gets a free
ride” and left her to walk home, Ms. Janes
said.

TRACING SEXUAL NETWORKS

Because of the breadth and casualness of
sexual networks here, an infection can be
virtually impossible to track and control.

In the first half of 1999, for instance, health
officials untangled a trail left by two H.I.V.-
positive men in Greenwood who had had sex
with 18 women over a three-year period. Two
of the women had had sex with both men.
Five were themselves infected with the
virus, and they in turn had had sex with 24
other men.

A study of the cluster by the C.D.C. found
that half of those interviewed had a history
of other sexually transmitted diseases, that
some of the H.I.V.-infected women were as
young as 13, and that the median age of the
infected women was 16, compared with 25 for
the infected men.

“The teenager’s concept is that this guy is
older so he’s going to know what he’s doing
and he will take care of me,” said Dr. Shan-
non L. Hader, a Centers for Disease Control
researcher who studied the Greenwood clus-
ter. “The reality is that older men have had
more partners and are therefore more likely
to have S.T.D.’s.”

Clearly, Dr. Hader said, messages about
prevention are not getting through. The
rural South is politically conservative, and
prevention programs in the schools tend to
be episodic and focused on abstinence. Par-
ents of students in the Greenwood schools
must grant written permission before their
children can be taught about condoms. Many
local pastors are also reluctant to encourage
explicit discussions about sex.

Dr. Hader also found a lack of knowledge
about H.I.V. treatment. Five of the seven in-
fected members of the Greenwood cluster
had no idea that those with H.I.V. could now
live for long periods with the help of
antiretroviral drugs. That misconception has
made it difficult to get patients into care,
where they could also receive information
about not spreading the virus.

Those who do seek care have few options.
Before Dr. Brimah opened his clinic here,
AIDS patients had to travel more than two
hours to Jackson or Memphis, a trip that
many could not make. Sandra Moore, a 32-
year-old Greenwood woman who first learned
that she had AIDS in 1990, would sometimes
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drive as far as New Orleans for treatment.
Ms. Moore had withered to 60 pounds when
she first visited Dr. Brimah, and was seem-
ingly weeks away from death. Now on medi-
cation, she has increased her weight to 105
pounds and talks of living to see her four
young children graduate from high school.

The cost of treatment is also prohibitive
for many here. The pills typically prescribed
by Dr. Brimah can cost up to $1,200 a month.
Medicaid covers many of the poorest pa-
tients, and other state and federal programs
help. But the working poor often have trou-
ble qualifying for the programs.

Last year, Dr. Brimah received a three-
year, $1.2 million grant under the Ryan
White Care Act, the primary source of fed-
eral money for AIDS treatment. He uses the
money to pay staff members, to buy equip-
ment, supplies and medication, and to pro-
vide transportation to needy patients.

But in general, many Southern states have
received a disproportionately small share of
Ryan White funds. The money is appro-
priated to states by a formula based on the
number of people living with AIDS in that
state. But the growth of the epidemic in the
South has been relatively recent, and many
of those infected have not progressed from
H.I.V. to AIDS. Congress changed the for-
mula last year so that money will eventually
be based on H.I.V. counts, but the new sys-
tem might not take effect for years.

The other factors obstructing treatment,
and thus prevention, are denial and stigma.
Many infected women here never tell family
members and close friends for fear of being
shunned and abandoned.

““A lot of people don’t understand about
it,”” said Jane Smith, who has only told her
pastor and her mother-in-law since learning
two years ago that she has AIDS. ‘I guess
they’re scared they can catch it from being
around people with it, if they cough on them
or shake their hands.”

One married couple, both infected, said
they were open about their status when they
lived in New York but had told no one since
moving to Mississippi, not even their friends
at Narcotics Anonymous meetings. ‘Every-
body would scatter if they knew,” said the
wife.

Jean has lied to her family members, tell-
ing them that she has cancer, and has batted
away their questions. Her joy, she said, is
her grandchildren, and she is convinced that
her son would not let her near them if he
knew.

“I want to tell my family,”” she said, ‘‘but
I know they’re not going to accept it, and
I'm just not strong enough right now for
them to reject me. It would just send me
over the edge.”

This article is entitled ‘““AIDS Epi-
demic Takes Toll on Black Women.”
Let me just cite a couple of things
from it.

It says: ‘“While AIDS rates in the
United States remain lower among
women than men, women now account
for a fourth of all newly diagnosed
cases, double the percentage from 10
years ago. That growth has largely
been driven by the disproportionate
spread of the disease among hetero-
sexual black women, particularly in
the South.” Again, the South.

“Black women, who make up 7 per-
cent of the Nation’s population, ac-
counted for 16 percent of all new AIDS
diagnoses in 1999, a percentage that has
grown steadily since the syndrome was
first identified 20 years ago. By com-
parison, black men made up 35 percent,
white men 27 percent, Latino men 14
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percent, and white and Latino women
were each 4 percent.” Again, in women.

One of the doctors who looked at this
says that he hears repeatedly by his
patients in New York, and this is a doc-
tor in New York who treats HIV pa-
tients, says that his women patients
understand clearly, or they say they
understand clearly, that they were in-
fected or could be infected with HIV
transmitted heterosexually, but never-
theless they go ahead and do it. It is al-
most like smoking. They say it is like
smokers Lknowing indeed that the
smoking is killing them, but they go
ahead and do it. It is almost like a
death wish. The issue is, is it drugs or
is it the need for money? What is driv-
ing this kind of reckless behavior?

He says that women often struggle to
explain this recklessness. They look
down at the floor and they say, I know
that what has happened to me is that I
was not sure, I didn’t protect myself,
but yet I knew I should have. I trusted
this person. I knew this person. And I
just wasn’t thinking about getting
HIV. These are older women.

Health workers and researchers are
struggling to know, How do you make
sense of this? How is the relationship
between poverty and drugs and risk
often a part of this? We just have to
find how we address those issues and
make sure that as the life and the qual-
ity of life in these communities, that
people are not walking into their own
death trap. Poverty is apparently on
rough streets and in the cities, and the
exchange of sex for money or the ex-
change of drug needles that cause that
has a strong part to play in it.

“Clearly,” Dr. Hader said, ‘‘messages
about prevention are not getting
through.” We need to find a way to get
those messages through. The rural
South is politically conservative, and
prevention programs in the schools
tend to be episodic at best and more fo-
cused on abstinence rather than on
protection. Parents of students in
many of the schools must have written
permission before anything happens.
Yet those children are getting the
wrong message from other places,
many of them becoming pregnant and
their children are likewise infected.
Most local pastors are reluctant to en-
courage an explicit or a frank dialogue
among their young people so they un-
derstand the choices they have. You
see, in the South there is indeed, we
are fighting not only the lack of infra-
structure, we are fighting the issue of
attitude.

Mr. Speaker, there is indeed an issue
of AIDS across our country. There is an
issue of AIDS across this Nation. Cer-
tainly there is a severe pandemic in Af-
rica, but there is a creeping disease
that is indeed affecting us in the South
and in rural communities throughout
the United States, particularly in the
South. It has the deadly effect of a si-
lent killer. Those of us who know bet-
ter are charged with the responsibility
of waking our citizens up to this hor-
rific disease and making sure that
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there are programs of intervention,
programs of nurturing, care and coun-
seling, and that our communities in-
deed will respond to it.

————
0 2045

OUTRAGEOUSLY HIGH DRUG
PRICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, 1
will later be adding some items to the
RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight to talk
about an issue that in some respects is
a dirty little secret. Yet more and
more of us in Washington and more and
more seniors around the country know
about this dirty little secret. It is
about the outrageously high prices
that Americans pay for prescription
drugs.

Now, I think most Americans are ap-
preciative to the pharmaceutical in-
dustry for the miracles they have cre-
ated over the last number of years. We
are all delighted that we have drugs
today to treat diseases which just a few
years ago were untreatable. We are not
unappreciative to what the pharma-
ceutical industry has done. But the
dirty little secret is that the Ameri-
cans are paying the lion’s share, in
fact, I might even argue that the
Americans are paying the entire share
of the research and development costs
for these miracle drugs for all the
other consumers around the rest of the
world.

Several years ago, I talked to some
seniors back in Minnesota and they
talked to me about going to Canada to
buy prescription drugs. But they told
me that when they came back after
they had their little vials of whatever
drug it was, whether it was Claritin or
Coumadin or Glucophage or whatever
the drug would be, when they would try
to reorder that drug from the phar-
macy up in Winnipeg or wherever they
had bought the drugs in from Canada,
when they tried to reorder the drugs
and when the drugs came into the
United States, they were stopped by
the FDA. The FDA then sent a very
threatening letter to those seniors say-
ing that if they tried to do this again
that, in effect, they could be pros-
ecuted.

Now, if one was a 78-year-old grand-
mother getting a letter from the Food
and Drug Administration in effect say-
ing that she could be prosecuted, that
what she is doing is illegal and if she
tries to do this again, there are serious
consequences, that is a very threat-
ening thing to happen to a senior.

Now, they told me this story. They
told me what was happening in their
trips, their bus trips to Canada. I have
to be very honest. It really did not reg-
ister with me. In fact, it was not until
almost 2 years later when a seemingly
unrelated event occurred.
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What happened was hog prices to our
hog producers, to our farmers in Min-
nesota, the prices collapsed. In fact,
they reached Depression-era prices.
Hogs dropped to $8 per hundred weight.
Now, today hogs in Minnesota are sell-
ing for about $69 to $70 per hundred
weight. So now hogs are profitable
again. But we had a tremendous col-
lapse in the price of hogs.

Now, to make matters worse there
was a packing plant up in Canada that
was supposed to come online. There
was some construction delays. For
whatever reason the plant was delayed
in being brought online. The net result
was there were thousands of Canadian
hogs, at perhaps the worst time in the
history of hog production in the United
States, thousands of hogs were coming
across and making a disaster even
worse.

Not surprisingly many of our hog
producers complained about all of
these Canadian hogs coming into our
markets. Those of us who represent
those districts, we brought those com-
plaints and concerns to some of the
Federal officials in Washington. The
answer we got was relatively short and
simple. ““Well, that is NAFTA, the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. That is what free trade is all
about. You support free trade, do you
not, Congressman GUTKNECHT?’ I had
to say, “Yes, I do.”

It was then that the light bulb really
went on. Because I said if we are going
to have free trade in terms of pork bel-
lies, we ought to have free trade in
terms of Prilosec.

I began to do some research. I feel
sometimes like that little boy who
came in and asked his mother a ques-
tion. His mother was busy, and she
said, “Why do you not go ask your
dad?” And the little boy said, “Well, I
do not want to know that much about
it.”

Well, I feel like that little boy some-
times because the more I have learned
about this prescription drug issue, the
more angry I become.

There is really something wrong with
a system that says that American con-
sumers on average pay $69.99 for a
month’s supply of Allegra 120 while our
friends over in Europe enjoy exactly
the same drug made in exactly the
same plant under the exact same FDA
approval, our friends in Europe can buy
that same drug for $20.88.

If you look at this list, this is not a
complete list, in fact, this is not even
my list. These numbers were compiled
by a group who have been studying this
issue for more years certainly than I
have, a group called the Life Extension
Foundation, and just recently they
sent us a listing. They had done a
study between the United States and
Europe, and here are some of the num-
bers.

I hope people will look at this. Let us
look at commonly prescribed drugs for
senior seniors. I know it is commonly
prescribed because my 82-year-old fa-
ther takes Coumadin. He is fortunate.
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He worked for a union employer all of
his life. He has a pretty generous pre-
scription drug benefit as part of his in-
surance package; and as a result, he
does not pay the full price. But if he
did, and millions of American seniors
do pay full price for Coumadin, the av-
erage price in the United States for a
month’s supply of Coumadin is $37.74.
That exact same drug in Europe sells
for an average of $8.22.

Let us look at Glucophage. That is a
drug that is taken principally by dia-
betics. If you are a diabetic in the
United States and you are on
Glucophage, you are probably going to
be on it for the rest of your life. A 30-
day supply here in the United States
sells for an average of $30.12. That
exact same drug made in the same
FDA-approved facility in Europe sells
for only $4.11.

Let me say that again. The price in
the United States, $30.12. The exact
same drug in Europe sells for $4.11.

As you look at some of the more ex-
pensive drugs, and this is where it be-
comes incredibly problematic, where
you have seniors or you have other
consumers that do not have prescrip-
tion drug coverage, they are paying
full bore for these drugs, and more and
more we are seeing drugs coming on to
the market like, for example,
Zithromax 500, a 30-day supply in the
United States sells for $486. That is the
average retail price. But our friends
over in Europe, and let us remember
the European Union now has a gross
domestic product almost equal to the
United States, their standard of living
is almost equal to the United States.
At one time after World War II and we
had the Marshall Plan, certainly it was
important for Americans to help re-
build Europe and in effect to subsidize
Europe; but today Zithromax 500 sells
for $486 in the United States. The same
drug in Europe sells for $176.19.

Mr. Speaker, this is indefensible.
This is unsupportable. There is no one
in this body, there is no public policy-
maker in America, that can defend this
chart. What is worse, the pharma-
ceutical industry cannot defend this
chart. We have had representatives of
what we call PHRMA into our office.
We have showed them this chart and
said please explain this chart.

These are multinational companies.
Many of them are based in Europe.
Many of the big pharmaceutical com-
panies now are based in Geneva or Lon-
don or Paris. How is it that you are
willing to sell these drugs so much
cheaper in European Union countries
than you are here in the United States?
Now the interesting thing is they do
most of the research here in the United
States and we are happy for that. We
want the research to remain here in
the United States. But the dirty little
secret is, we subsidize the starving
Swiss.

All T am saying with the simple
amendment that I intend to offer to-
morrow is that it is time to level the
playing field. I do not believe in price
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controls. I do not believe in more gov-
ernment regulations. I think in the
long run both price controls and gov-
ernment regulations are the wrong way
to go. If you doubt that, just do a brief
study of the former Soviet Union, be-
cause for over 70 years there is an ex-
periment that failed. They tried to set
prices. They tried to control markets.

Mr. Speaker, markets are more pow-
erful than armies. What the Soviet
Union proved more than anything else
is that you cannot hold back markets.
We are in the Information Age, Mr.
Speaker, and these kinds of numbers,
these huge differences between what
Americans pay and what Europeans
pay for exactly the same drugs, that
system could only survive before the
Information Age. Now people can get
on their computer, they can go online
and they can get this information. And
they can find out that in Switzerland
they are able to buy Biaxin for half the
price that we pay in the United States.
Once Americans realize this, because
information is power, once Americans
realize the huge differences that they
pay for the same drugs, they are not
going to stand for it. They are going to
start marching on this Congress and
they are going to demand that we do
something.

In fact, how many times do we hear
at some of our town hall meetings,
Congress needs to do something? Well,
I am going to go back to the point I
made earlier. I do not support price
controls, and the truth is some of the
countries in the European Union have
price controls. I think it is a bad idea,
and I do not want to join them. But
some of the countries in the European
Union do not have price controls. Swit-
zerland does not have price controls.
Germany does not have price controls.

A German can go in and buy drugs in
Switzerland or a German can go in and
buy drugs in France or in any other
country. The European Union allows
free markets within that area.

It is interesting, because just a few
years ago we passed the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement and so pork
bellies can go across the borders, and
fruits and vegetables can go across the
borders and lumber can go across the
border. There is nothing to stop one of
my constituents from going to Win-
nipeg, Manitoba and buying a Chev-
rolet. As a matter of fact, I do not
think there is anything that would
stop that consumer from going online
and on the Web and ordering almost
any product they want from Winnipeg,
Manitoba; or Paris, France; or Rome;
or Frankfurt, Germany; or anywhere
else. There is only one product which
we for some reason have singled out
and said American consumers do not
have access to world market prices,
and those are pharmaceuticals.

Now I am not here tonight to beat up
on the pharmaceutical industry. As I
said earlier in the discussion, I am ap-
preciative to what the pharmaceutical
industry has done. Almost every one of
us has a relative, a neighbor, a parent,
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a child, that has benefited from the re-
search that the pharmaceutical indus-
try has done.

Before I yield to my friend, the good
doctor, the gentleman from Des
Moines, Iowa (Mr. GANSKE), I want to
talk about the three ways that we as
Americans subsidize the pharma-
ceutical industry, because this is not
largely understood. The truth of the
matter is, we subsidize the pharma-
ceutical industry in three different
ways. First of all, we subsidize them
through the Tax Code. What the phar-
maceutical industry is saying today is
well, we spend billions of dollars on re-
search and most of it is done here in
the United States. I said earlier in my
discussion I am delighted that they do
the research here in the United States.
The numbers that we have, the latest
numbers, is that the pharmaceutical
industry in the last year that we have
numbers for spent about $12 billion
here in the United States on research,
and that is good.

What they do not say is that on the
tax forms, most of these corporations
are so profitable that they are at the 50
percent tax bracket, that at least half
of that gets written off on their Fed-
eral income tax form. More of that gets
written off on their State income tax
form. Now what they are also eligible
in some circumstances for is an invest-
ment tax credit. So we subsidize the
pharmaceutical industry and the re-
search that they do through the Tax
Code.

Secondly, this year we will spend
close to $14 billion through the NIH
and other various government agen-
cies, including the Defense Depart-
ment, on basic research, most of which
is available to the pharmaceutical in-
dustry free of charge. In other words,
we are putting all this money into NIH
and through NIST and other science
agencies, also through the Department
of Defense, and most of that informa-
tion, once a discovery is found, is made
available to the public and to the phar-
maceutical industry free of charge. So
there is about $14 billion worth of pub-
lic research that is paid for by the
American taxpayers. That is the sec-
ond way we subsidize the research that
they do.

The final way that we subsidize them
is in the prices that we pay. These are
outrageous. These are indefensible.
Again, I am not here to really beat up
on the pharmaceutical industry, be-
cause they are only doing what any in-
dustry, what any business, would do in
terms of exploiting a market oppor-
tunity that we have given them. We
give them a 17-year patent in which
they can sell these drugs in the United
States and really no one can compete
against them. In other words, we give
them a monopoly and on balance I
think that is a good idea. They are ex-
ploiting this market opportunity. No,
it is not ‘‘shame on the pharmaceutical
industry for creating this kind of an
environment.” It is shame on us. It is
shame on our own FDA for allowing
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this system to develop whereby Ameri-
cans are paying for all of the research
and most of the profits of the large
pharmaceutical companies, many of
which are not even based here in the
United States.
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I am delighted to have joining us
today one of the physicians who serves
here in the House, the gentleman from
Des Moines, Iowa (Mr. GANSKE), a
former wrestler and Iowa Hawkeye, a
good friend, and one who is not afraid
to take on giants.

I have to tell the gentleman, I reread
the story from the Book of Samuel to-
night of David and Goliath, and it was
a powerful story. And sometimes when
I think about the huge pharmaceutical
industry and the simple little amend-
ment, I feel like David, who went out
on to that field, and he took from his
sack a small stone, and he slung it at
Goliath, and that is sort of where we
are with this small amendment.

But I want to welcome the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE), who is one, as
I say, who we do not always agree, but,
I will tell you, I have always admired
and respected, and we are delighted to
have the gentleman here tonight to
talk a little bit about pharmaceuticals.
I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GANSKE. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota and would like to
enter into a colloquy with him.

I think the gentleman is pointing out
an important difference in the price in
the United States for some of those
drugs and the price in Europe. Now,
correct me if I am wrong, but most of
those European countries do not have
price controls; is that correct? Some
do, some do not.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Some do, some do
not. We do not want to get into a de-
bate, because, in truth, I do not sup-
port price controls. I think the best
way to break the backs of price con-
trols is to have open markets, because
once the pharmaceutical industry and
European countries realize that Amer-
ican consumers are going to be buying
from them at their prices, I think it is
going to force the European Union and
the pharmaceutical industry to come
to a better agreement so we level the
playing field. That is really what I am
trying to say.

Yes, some have price controls, some
do not. Every country has a slightly
different regimen in how they deal
with monopolies.

Mr. GANSKE. But it is a fair state-
ment that the prices are significantly
lower for the very same prescription
drugs that are made in the United
States that are sent overseas, that
they are significantly lower, some-
times half as much or even a quarter as
much, in some countries, as they are in
the United States. Is that not a fair
statement?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. That is absolutely
correct. As I say, these are not my
numbers. This was an Independent Life
Extension Foundation study done just
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recently between the United States and
countries in the European Union.

Let me point out, and the gentleman
is more familiar with some of these
drugs than I am, that Glucophage,
which is a drug that I understand that
once many diabetes patients take, they
take it daily, in fact I guess they have
given them a new patent now. Instead
of a twice-a-day tablet, there is a once-
a-day tablet, which gives them an
extra 17 years on their patent.

We are talking about seven times
more. You talk about a patient who is
going to have to take that perhaps for
the next 30 years, you start multi-
plying that difference, we are talking
about thousands and thousands and
thousands of dollars, multiplied by, I
do not remember the exact number,
but something like 35 percent of all
Medicare expenditures are in one way
or another related to diabetes-related
illnesses.

I believe the amendment we are talk-
ing about ultimately, when fully im-
plemented, when consumers have ac-
cess and understand how it works,
could save American consumers $30 bil-
lion a year.

Mr. GANSKE. I want to just pin this
down. The gentleman would say it is
fair to say that there are many coun-
tries in the world where the prices are
significantly less than they are in the
United States; even though the drugs
are exactly the same, they are made in
the United States, they are shipped
overseas, where they do not have price
controls in those countries, but that
the price is set by what the market
will bear. Would the gentleman say
that is a correct statement?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. That is a correct
statement based on all of the evidence
and research that I have received from
independent agencies. That is correct.
In fact, we even have an independent
study of Canada, where they do have
price controls, but they are not as firm
as some people think. But a study done
by the Canadian Government suggests
that they are saving Canadian con-
sumers upwards of 50 percent.

Mr. GANSKE. Now, the difference,
the reason that we have these very
high prices in United States, as versus,
say, Switzerland, is because we cannot
reimport those drugs from Switzerland
into the United States because we have
a Federal law that prevents that from
happening. Is that the correct story?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. There again, the
FDA holds that, yes, we have that law.
Now, last year in Congress we passed
legislation by overwhelming votes, it
was something like 376 to 25 here in the
House, it was 90-some to 3, I think, in
the Senate, essentially going on record
that we want to make it clear that
law-abiding citizens should not be pre-
vented from bringing legal drugs back
into the United States, especially for
personal use. So, the law, in my opin-
ion, today is not clear.

What we want to do with the amend-
ment that I intend to offer tomorrow is
clarify the legislative intent so there is
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no misunderstanding between the phar-
maceutical industry, the FDA and
American consumers that law-abiding
citizens who have a legal prescription
from a physician do have the right,
using mail order, using the Web, using
other methods, the telephone, they can
call a pharmacy in Ireland or Geneva
and be able to order that drug and have
it brought back in the United States,
so long, again, as it is a legal, non-nar-
cotic drug. That is the amendment I in-
tend to offer. That, I believe, will ulti-
mately level the playing field between
the prices that Americans pay and
what consumers in other countries pay,
regardless of whether or not they have
price controls.

Mr. GANSKE. That would mean, for
instance, that a citizen in Minnesota
could cross the border into Canada
with a prescription and get it filled
there, or a citizen in Texas or Arizona
or New Mexico could cross the border
and get a prescription filled there, and
that would not be illegal. They could
bring that back into the United States.
That is the gist of the gentleman’s
amendment; is that correct?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. That is correct.

Mr. GANSKE. Okay. Now, then, we
had hearings in my committee, the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
talking about how there are some
counterfeit drugs that get into the
market. These hearings primarily fo-
cused on some very expensive drugs,
like growth hormones, that are used
for body building and other types of
uses and sometimes can cost as much
as $2,000 a vial. It has been reported in
the press that some of that medicine is
not real, that there has been adultera-
tion or false packaging.

Now, my understanding is that this
has happened within the United States.
Is that the gentleman’s understanding?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Absolutely. The
counterfeit drugs that some of these
people are talking, or adulterated
drugs, first of all, I want to make it
clear, my amendment does not make
them legal. We are only talking about
drugs that are otherwise legal in the
United States, where people have a le-
gitimate prescription from a doctor.
Principally what we are talking about,
where this really happens, is when peo-
ple travel.

For example, let me give you a story
from one of the ladies at one of my
town hall meetings. She has a skin
condition, I think called eczema or pso-
riasis, but, anyway, she has a skin con-
dition, and to deal with that and man-
age it, her doctor in Rochester, Min-
nesota, has prescribed a particular
ointment only available with a pre-
scription, and in Minnesota it sells for
about $130 for one tube.

She was traveling in Ireland a couple
of years ago and began to run out of
this cream. She went to a pharmacy in
Ireland, she had her prescription with
her, she went into the local pharmacy,
took her prescription, they had exactly
the same drug, in exactly the same
tube, made by exactly the same com-
pany, and it was $30.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Now, when she got back to the
United States, she said to herself, be-
cause she needs about a tube of this
ointment every month, so $130 times 12
versus $30 times 12 is a saving of $1,200
per year to this one individual.

She looked at the tube, and on the
tube or on the box that it came in, it
had the name of the pharmacy, and it
had the phone number. Now, she did
what a lot of American consumers
would do to save $1,200 a year. She
picked up the phone, made a $2 phone
call to Ireland and said, could I get
that prescription refilled? The phar-
macist over there said, absolutely. So
he shipped her another supply.

Mr. GANSKE. But there is nothing in
the gentleman’s amendment that
would prevent the FDA from inter-
cepting that shipment, that drug that
she had ordered, and testing it, just
like they would do if she had ordered it
from a retailer in the United States
and had it shipped to her home, is
there?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. No. In fact, if the
FDA wants to test it, and, frankly, I
want the FDA to enforce laws against
illegal drugs. But can I just show the
gentleman another chart, because I
think it talks to this very point.

The problem with the FDA is not
that they do not have the power to in-
spect; it is that they spend all of their
time chasing legal drugs and law-abid-
ing citizens. They are focusing on the
wrong end.

Last year, for example, instead of
stopping illegal drugs imported by il-
licit traffickers, some of the people the
gentleman heard testimony about,
what they have done is spent most of
their effort going after approved drugs
with law-abiding citizens. Last year
the FDA detained 18 times more pack-
ages coming in from Canada than from
Mexico.

We do not have a problem with Can-
ada. We know a lot about the phar-
macies in Canada. They have strong
and stringent regulations in Canada.
So why is the FDA detaining 90 times
more packages from Canada? This was
last year. Last year the FDA detained
90 times more packages from Canada
than from Mexico.

They are chasing law-abiding citizens
bringing legal drugs in. What they need
to do is focus on the traffic that the
gentleman was talking about, where
you have adulterated drugs, where you
have got illegal drugs, where you have
got all kinds of mischief going on,
which, incidentally, the gentleman and
I both know that as long as we try to
play by the rules that the FDA has set
in place now, you are going to get more
of. Because more and more consumers
who cannot afford some of these very
expensive drugs, as we talked about be-
fore the gentleman arrived, Zithromax
500, $486 in the United States, $176 in
Europe, what you are going to do is get
more and more law-abiding citizens
trying to figure out, how can I get
those drugs, either legally or illegally,
in the United States? Because the
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truth of the matter is that a drug
somebody cannot afford is neither safe
nor effective.

Mr. GANSKE. So let me get this
straight. What the gentleman would
like is he would like the FDA to have
enhanced enforcement to make sure
that not only drugs coming into the
United States from other countries are
checked to make sure they are valid,
but also to make sure that shipments
that originate within the United States
are not adulterated and are real drugs,
too. And I believe at the bottom of the
gentleman’s other thought, the gen-
tleman points out that we appropriated
additional millions of dollars for bor-
der enforcement last year.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. And the FDA re-
fused to use it, and that is why we need
this amendment this year, is to clarify
what we said last year, stop chasing
law-abiding citizens with legal drugs
and legal prescriptions.

Let me just suggest this: I do not
know how many of our colleagues have
gotten a package recently from UPS or
Federal Express, I believe even the
Post Office does it now, but they put a
bar code on those packages. The truth
of the matter is I believe that within a
matter of months, if the FDA was seri-
ous about this and did not want to pur-
sue law-abiding American citizens who
are trying to save a few bucks on their
prescription drugs, they could create a
bar coding technology to know where
that package came from, when it was
shipped, and, frankly, they could even
put what is in it.

In fact, we now have the technology,
and it is used in most hospitals, the
software was developed in Minneapolis,
Minnesota, I can put them in touch
with the people that developed it, in
virtually every hospital now, when you
go in the hospital, they put a bar-coded
bracelet around your arm, and when
they dispense prescription drugs in the
hospital, when they bring them in,
they take the wand across your brace-
let and a wand across the bar code on
the package so that they know, they
can literally go back to their computer
and know that at 3:10 p.m. this after-
noon, you were given two tablets of Ty-
lenol, or whatever the drug happened
to be.

That kind of technology is not
science fiction. This is available today.
And if the FDA is serious about this,
we can help them solve the problem.

The real issue is I do not think the
FDA wants to solve this problem. They
continue to commingle illegal drugs
with legal drugs, and they continue to
pursue the law-abiding citizens bring-
ing in legal drugs, and yet there are lit-
erally millions of dollars of illegal
drugs not only coming in from outside
the United States, but, as the gen-
tleman suggested, they are originating
in the United States, and little or
nothing is being done about that.

0 2115

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I think
this is a very, very important point;
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and I hope that some of our colleagues
are in their offices working tonight,
listening to the gentleman’s presen-
tation, because for sure, when the gen-
tleman’s amendment comes up, we are
going to hear tomorrow all kinds of
horror stories about how an adulter-
ated drug or a fake substance could be
imported from the United States so the
patient would not be getting the medi-
cine that they need, or even worse. But
the real point is that that can happen
within the United States just as easily,
and that what we really want is we
want the FDA to do its job, both on
drugs that would come back into this
country, but also on drugs that would
be moving within this country, from
one State to another State.

It is easy to think, if we have a drug
that could cost $2,000 a vial, that we
could have organized crime create
some labels in New York, put some
substance into that vial, and ship it
over to California and have a big scam
operation going on. I mean, that is
happening within the United States.

But what the gentleman is talking
about for the vast majority of our sen-
ior citizens or others who need medi-
cines are not that that vial of growth
hormone that costs $2,000, but the dif-
ference in, if the gentleman would put
the other chart up with some of the ex-
amples of the prices, let us take, for ex-
ample, Coumadin. That is a blood thin-
ner. In the United States, it is going to
cost $37 for a 30-day supply; in Europe
it will cost $8.22. It does not make
sense for organized crime to get in-
volved with changing labels for a drug
of that price range when it is going to
an individual.

Now, if we are talking about whole-
sale, larger shipments, then I think it
is a legitimate concern; but it is also
one that I would answer just like we
did last year, by appropriating more
money for the FDA to step up its sur-
veillance and make sure that it does
not happen. But I will tell the gen-
tleman something. If we take that drug
that costs $500, the Zithromax, $486 for
a 30-day supply, we can have just as big
of a problem with a fake drug within
the United States as from anything
coming from overseas.

So I believe that these issues are
being mixed up in an effort to basically
defeat what I see as a free market ap-
proach to helping bring drug prices
down in the United States. We have
very high prices here because there is
protection for the high prices here
when we cannot introduce competition
with lower-priced drugs, the same
drugs from overseas. If we would allow
our constituents to be able to order
that drug from Pharmaworld in Gene-
va, Switzerland, at half the price, we
know what would happen here. We
know that the competition would drive
the prices down at our pharmacies in
this country too.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, as 1
said earlier, markets work.

Mr. GANSKE. Or, for example, some-
one’s local pharmacist would be able to
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order that drug from the wholesaler at
the lower price and would be able to
pass those savings on to the consumer.
That is why this idea passed the House
of Representatives with 350-plus votes
just a year or so ago. But I believe,
then, that the opponents to that legis-
lation brought forward this issue of the
fact that there are fake drugs that are
occasionally found and then used that
to try to knock down the whole idea of
increased competition from overseas.

Really, the solution is simply, both
within the United States and from
drugs that could come in from abroad,
making sure that the FDA does its job.
This is part of a bill that I introduced
on prescription drugs. The other main
aspect of that bill is that for low-in-
come seniors, we would allow them to
utilize the State Medicaid drug pro-
grams up to 175 percent of poverty and
get a Medicaid card and be able to go
to their local pharmacist; and I believe
that there is a way to work with the
pharmaceutical houses on that issue
and avoid a mnational drug pricing
mechanism. That is a little different
issue, but the idea that the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. Gutknecht) has, I
think, is a legitimate one, and it basi-
cally is a free market approach. It just
makes the market a little bigger. It
makes it more global than a protec-
tionist policy that stops at our borders
that prevents the very same drugs
made in the United States, made in
New Jersey and shipped overseas as
versus consumed here, the very same
drugs, from coming back in at a some-
what less price.

So tomorrow, when we debate this,
we will probably not have that much
time. It will probably be a time-limited
amendment. There have been a lot of
opponents that have been putting
newspaper ads into newspapers around
the country or even running television
and radio ads on this issue; but I will
tell the gentleman, I have a lot of con-
stituents back in Des Moines, Iowa,
who, when they go down to Texas for
the winter, they take their prescrip-
tions, they go across, they look at the
labels, they see it is made in the
United States, the same drug, they
bring it back for half price. The gentle-
man’s amendment tomorrow would
allow them to continue to do that. I
think that it would be somewhat dif-
ficult for many Members of this House
to switch their vote from supporting
that idea last year to voting against it
this year.

I yield back to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
agree with the gentleman. I think
Members understand this issue, and it
really is a choice between are you
going to stand with your seniors who
are having a difficult time affording
their prescription drugs, or are you
going to defend the FDA bureaucracy
and the pharmaceutical industry. I
think that really is the vote. At some
point, if they vote, particularly if they
change their vote this year, they are
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going to have to explain this chart to
their constituents. They are going to
have to explain why they should have
to pay $30.12 for Glucophage in the
United States when their European
friends can buy it for $4.11.

Let me just talk briefly, if I can,
about the whole issue of safety because
frankly, that is an area where our op-
ponents have really focused in and
there have been a lot of scare tactics,
as the gentleman mentioned, running
newspaper ads and radio ads and tele-
vision ads. But the interesting thing is
at least in my area, my seniors are a
whole lot smarter than those ads, be-
cause most of the calls that are coming
in are saying absolutely, this is the
right way to go. They understand these
price differences, they understand safe-
ty, they understand that they are will-
ing to take a slight risk. The most im-
portant thing is when they go down to
the local pharmacy, they might get the
wrong medication. It might get in the
wrong bottle. There is always some ele-
ment of risk.

Out there in New York Harbor, it is
called the Statue of Liberty, it is not
called the Statue of Security. We al-
ways take some risk. I cannot say that
my amendment is risk-free, but as the
gentleman indicated, the system today
is not risk-free. But here is the inter-
esting thing. In all of the advertising,
they do not mention any people who
have ever been injured by bringing
legal drugs into the United States with
a prescription. Not one. There is no
known study that demonstrates that
public health has been injured by pa-
tients importing legal medications
with a prescription under the order of
their doctor.

What is more, millions of Americans
have no prescription drug coverage.
And as I said earlier, a drug that one
cannot afford is neither safe nor effec-
tive. That is when people start cutting
up their pills. That is when they start
looking to back-street vendors or peo-
ple who may be selling adulterated
drugs. Let us just talk about safety,
because when we mention the FDA, we
talk about drugs and medical devices
and so forth, but we forget that part of
the reason this amendment is in order
to the agriculture appropriations bill is
because it is the Food and Drug Admin-
istration. They get their money
through the agriculture appropriation
bill.

I asked my staff a few weeks ago, 1
said, now, wait a second. We import lit-
erally hundreds of thousands of pounds
of raw meat every day. We import mil-
lions of pounds of fruits and vegetables.
There must be some studies that people
get sick, because I remember a couple
of years ago, there were some kids who
had gotten sick, about 200 kids who got
sick from eating strawberries imported
from Mexico. Maybe the gentleman re-
members the story, that somehow,
some pathogen had gotten on the
strawberries and they got sick. Well,
what did the FDA do about that? The
truth is, almost nothing.
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Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, in that situa-
tion, what Congress responsibly does is
it provides the resources to the USDA
to do those inspections at the border.
That is why, for instance, we have in-
creased our funding for making sure
that Foot and Mouth Disease does not
get into the United States. That is why
last year we appropriated $23 million
extra dollars for the FDA to do its ap-
propriate job with monitoring to make
sure that drug shipments that will
come back in are the real thing.

But still, I just have to get back to
this point, and that is that one can go
down to the local pharmacy, they have
their medicine from somewhere in Cali-
fornia or New Jersey or Florida. What
is their level of confidence? Their level
of confidence is that we have an FDA
that monitors that every so often. But
every so often, once in a while, very
rarely, especially with this particu-
larly very, very high-priced drugs, they
have found that there have been some
fraudulent drugs. They are doing their
job when they find that. And they will
do their job if Congress appropriates
the appropriate amount of money to
monitor any medicines coming back
into the country from Switzerland or
Germany or Ireland or Canada. I mean,
it is not a problem that cannot be
solved.

Mr. Speaker, I would tell the gen-
tleman, the savings to the individual
that we are talking about is the dif-
ference between, as the gentleman has
already said, is the difference between
many times their having the drug at
all for their heart failure or for their
high blood pressure or for other serious
conditions. There is no question. We
would not be dealing with the issue of
high cost of prescription drugs in this
Congress, it would not have been such
a big issue in the last presidential cam-
paign if this were not a real problem.

So I commend my colleague from
Minnesota for talking about this. I
look forward to the debate tomorrow
on this amendment. I do think that the
gentleman’s amendment is well
thought out because, correct me on
this, but there is nothing in the gentle-
man’s amendment that would prevent
any funding for the FDA to do its job;
is that correct?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. No, it just simply
says you cannot use the money to pur-
sue law-abiding citizens who have a
legal prescription.

Mr. GANSKE. But there is no de-
crease in the funding overall for the
FDA’s surveillance.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. No. We have made
it clear to the FDA, as we did last year,
you tell us what you need to do this
job, and we will see that you get the
funding. They asked for $23 million. We
appropriated $23 million. Then after we
had appropriated the $23 million and
literally let them write the language,
they reneged on the deal. So this year,
in effect we are saying, and we really
mean it.
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Now, in conference committee I am
willing to work with them to get this
done.

Mr. Speaker, I do want to come back
briefly, and I know the gentleman has
to go; but I want to come back to the
safety issue. There is another secret
that the FDA does not want to talk
about, and I started to mention how
many tons of raw meat and fruits and
vegetables come into the TUnited
States. There has been concern about
pathogens and what they can do. The
gentleman is a physician; and I might
just ask him, if someone gets sal-
monella, what can happen?
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Mr. GANSKE. Well, one can die.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. One can die. In
fact, I had a friend who got salmonella.
He was virtually blinded. He can still
see, and I do not know what his vision
level is, but he almost died, and he
ended up with a severe loss of vision
from salmonella.

I did not know until this particular
episode how serious it was, and that
one of the consequences can be a loss of
vision. This is a study done by the FDA
in 1999. They analyzed 1,003 samples of
produce items coming into the United
States from other countries. I have the
numbers here in terms of how much we
import from different countries.

From Canada, for example, the latest
year we have, we imported 335,000 met-
ric tons of beef into the United States.
We imported 322,000 pounds of pork. We
imported from Mexico a grand total of
3.1 million metric tons of fruits and
vegetables from Mexico. We imported
from South America over $742 million
worth of fruits and vegetables from
South America.

Now, we import a lot of food into this
country every single day. Here are the
numbers. According to their study, the
total percentage of food that was con-
taminated with either salmonella,
shigella, and I am probably not saying
that right, or E. Coli, the total per-
centage of that sample that they took
was 4.4 percent.

Now, we know people get sick every
single day in the United States. I have
had food poisoning twice in my life. We
know there are thousands of people
who get sick from food poisoning, from
salmonella. We know that is serious.
What is the FDA doing to inspect every
single piece of produce, every pork
belly, every carcass of beef that comes
into the United States?

Do Members know what they are
doing? It would not be fair to say noth-
ing, but it would be almost fair. Al-
most nothing is done.

I just want to make one last point,
and it is this. What the FDA is doing in
terms of prescription drugs is they are
going to build a wall about a mile high.
Yet, when it comes to food that we eat
every day, of which, by their own
study, 4.4 percent is contaminated with
salmonella and other dangerous patho-
gens, there is almost no inspection, al-
most none. It comes right across the
border.
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If we are going to say we have to be
absolutely certain of every single pack-
age of pharmaceuticals, then by golly,
should we not say the same for fruits,
for vegetables, for pork bellies? That is
all I am saying. I am willing to work
with them, and with new technology I
think we can have a system that will
be far safer than it is today, but they
do not want to work with us.

Mr. GANSKE. Continuing the gentle-
man’s analogy, Mr. Speaker, what the
gentleman is saying is that there is not
anyone in this House who is going to
propose that we cut off all imports of
beef or vegetables or fruits that come
into the United States. Nobody is pro-
posing that. If there is a problem re-
lated to pathogens in meat or in some
of those vegetables, that is why we
have a USDA. That is why we have an
inspection process. That is why we ap-
propriate a certain amount of money.

If there is a problem, then we will ap-
propriate more funds for the inspection
to make sure that our food and vegeta-
bles coming into the United States are
safe. But as the gentleman has pointed
out on prescription drugs, there is no
known scientific study demonstrating
a threat of injury to patients import-
ing medications with a prescription
from industrialized countries.

When we went to the Food and Drug
Administration last year, we said, “‘If
there is an increase in the flow of re-
imported drugs, what do you think you
need to do to adequately inspect those
to make sure there is not a problem?”’
They told us, and we appropriated that.
We can continue to do the same.

The real question is, do we allow
some competition to help lower the
cost of prescription drugs. I think it
will be a very interesting vote here on
the floor tomorrow on this amendment,
because I think that the opponents to
last year’s legislation have seized upon
a red herring. They have seized upon
the fact that even within the United
States there have been a few examples
of exceptionally high-priced drugs
where there has been fraud. Then they
say, ‘‘Well, see, if there have been a few
cases here in the United States, that
could happen from drugs imported from
abroad.”

I think my response and the gentle-
man’s response to that would be that
that is even more reason why we ade-
quately fund the FDA, but it can hap-
pen in the United States just the same
as it could happen on a reimported
drug. That is not a reason per se to
argue against reimportation.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, here
is another chart that basically says we
have to do something to bring our
prices into line. Last year the average
senior in the United States, well, sen-
iors in the United States got a cost of
living adjustment in Social Security of
3-% percent. Total expenditures on
pharmaceuticals went up 19 percent.
We cannot continue this. This will eat
us out of house and home. This kind of
thing, this is what is causing con-
sumers to look at ways that they can
save some money.
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This chart, as I say, when our col-
leagues vote tomorrow, and I have pre-
pared this and I will make this avail-
able to any Member who wants a mail-
ing in a sense explaining, A, the prob-
lem, the chart, the differentials, and it
also answers the four most commonly
asked questions or arguments against
this simple little amendment. Anybody
who wants a copy can get a copy of the
amendment. It is a very simple amend-
ment.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I wonder
if the gentleman would mind reading
that amendment.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I would be happy
to. It is now in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, ‘“‘Amendment to H.R. 2330 as
reported offered by Mr. GUTKNECHT of
Minnesota.”

‘““At the end of Title VII, insert after
the last section preceding any short
title the following section, section T:
None of the amounts made available in
this act to the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration may be used under Section 801
of the Food and Drug and Cosmetic Act
to prevent an individual who is not in
the business of importing prescription
drugs within the meaning of Section
801(g),” and I am not a lawyer, but we
had three very smart ones help write
this, ‘“‘of such act from importing a pre-
scription drug that, 1, appears to be
FDA approved; 2, does not appear to be
a controlled substance,” and we do not
even allow codeine under my amend-
ment, we are not talking about any
controlled substances or narcotics, ‘‘or,
number 3, and appears to be manufac-
tured, prepared, propagated, com-
pounded, or processed in an establish-
ment registered pursuant to section 510
of such act.”

In other words, it has to be made in
an FDA-approved plant. It has to be
sold through FDA-approved channels.
It has to be sold with a legal prescrip-
tion.

Again, simply put, this says the FDA
cannot spend its resources chasing law-
abiding citizens who are bringing in
legal drugs with a legal prescription.
That is all we are saying in this
amendment. We are not talking about
bulk reimportation.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Speaker, there is
nothing in the gentleman’s amendment
that reduces the amount of funding to
the FDA?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. No. It just says
they cannot spend the money chasing
law-abiding citizens. Go after the peo-
ple who really are the problem.

More importantly, I would love to see
the FDA do a better job of policing the
fruits and vegetables, and the pork bel-
lies and all the beef and raw meat that
comes into this country every day.

I do not want to scare people, but
that was a scary number to me. Does it
not bother the gentleman that 4.4 per-
cent of the samples that they tested
had either salmonella, shigella, or
other dangerous pathogens present on
the product? That bothers me.

The gentleman has a pretty good so-
lution to some of this. It is electronic
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pasteurization. That is the term I like
to use. Frankly, I think we need to
move down that path. But this is the
scary thing. If the gentleman has ever
had food poisoning, in some respects I
think it is far more dangerous than
people trying to save a few bucks on
coumadin by buying it through a phar-
macy in Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Speaker, speaking
from personal experience, I have had a
life-threatening experience with food
poisoning, which became a case of en-
cephalitis. It is a serious problem.

I believe that the USDA is doing a
pretty good job on its inspection of
meat and vegetables, fruit. I would cer-
tainly be in favor of additional funding
for that, and I am in favor of additional
funding to help the FDA do its job of
monitoring the validity of drugs in this
country, as well as that that would be
imported or reimported.

I just want to commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota,
for bringing this important issue to the
attention of our colleagues.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) for
coming down to visit with us tonight.
This is a very important issue.

Ultimately, if we open up the mar-
kets and we allow American consumers
to have access to prescription drugs at
world market prices, I believe that this
simple little amendment, once fully
implemented, could save American
consumers $30 billion.

I may be wrong, it may be $28 billion,
it may be $31 billion, but even here in
Washington, that is a lot of money. If
one is a consumer that needs a drug,
like that lady with that ointment, and
one can save $1,200 a year buying the
same drug that comes from the same
manufacturer from the same FDA-ap-
proved facility simply by picking up a
phone and making a $2 phone call to
Ireland, I do not think we as public pol-
icymakers should stand idly by and
allow our own FDA to stand between
American consumers, and particularly
American senior consumers, we should
not and cannot stand idly by and allow
our own FDA to stand between those
people and lower prescription drug
prices.

I just want to close with a few other
points. Some say a Medicare drug ben-
efit will eliminate the need for impor-
tation and open markets. Mr. Speaker,
if we think about that argument for
even a moment we will realize that
simply shifting high drug prices to the
government only transfers these huge
pharmaceutical bills to the American
taxpayers.

Moreover, Medicare coverage will not
help the millions of Americans who
currently have no prescription drug
benefit. So simply shifting the burden
of $300 billion, or whatever the number
we ultimately come up with, and I sup-
port expanding the Medicare program.
In fact, I think the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) has the best pro-
gram in doing it through the Medicaid
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systems that every State already has
in place.

But it is not an answer to just create
a new entitlement funded by the Fed-
eral Government. If we do not get con-
trol of prices of prescription drugs, if
we continue to allow what really
amounts to unregulated monopolies,
where American consumers, through
the Tax Code, through the research
dollars that taxpayers pay for and ulti-
mately through the prices that they
pay for, if we stand idly by and say,
well, I guess American consumers have
to pay for all of the research of all of
the governments and all the other peo-
ple of the rest of the world, then shame
on us. Shame on us. We have an oppor-
tunity tomorrow to set the record
straight.

We do not necessarily want price con-
trols in the United States. We do not
want a huge bureaucracy and more reg-
ulations. But we do want to have ac-
cess to markets.

In a couple of weeks, we are going to
have another great debate about free
trade. The President of the TUnited
States, I have supported giving the
President what used to be called fast
track trading authority. Now I think
we have a somewhat different name,
advanced trade authority or trade pro-
motion authority. There is some other
term for it.

Basically, I support giving the Presi-
dent more lattitude to negotiate trade
agreements. I support that idea. I sup-
port free markets.

However, Mr. Speaker, I support free
markets when it comes to American
consumers, too. We cannot just have
free markets when it benefits large cor-
porations, we have to have free mar-
kets when they benefit consumers, too.

This idea that we are going to stand
idly by and allow American consumers
to pay three, four, five, six, seven times
more for the same prescription drugs in
the Information Age, as they say back
home, that dog will not hunt.

I do not know if we are going to win
this debate tomorrow on the amend-
ment or not. I do not know what is
going to happen. We have given every
good argument. We have talked about
free trade, about safety, about prices,
about how we can help American con-
sumers.

I do not know whether we are going
to win this amendment tomorrow, but
we are going to fight a good fight. We
are saying to the administration, it is
time for them to decide, are they going
to stand on the side of the big pharma-
ceutical industries? Are they going to
defend an FDA bureaucracy which can-
not even protect American consumers
all that well from food-borne patho-
gens? Or are they going to stand with
American consumers, stand with sen-
iors?

I will say this, if the FDA decides
that they want to take Grandma to
court for trying to save an extra $35 on
a three-months’ supply of coumadin,
some of the people in this room are
going to be there on the courthouse
steps to meet them.
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This is an important issue. It
amounts to billions of dollars. It is the
right thing to do. It is good policy, and
ultimately, it means good things for
American consumers.

Frankly, I think in the long light of
history it will be good for the pharma-
ceutical industry, because it will force
the Europeans to rethink their pricing
structures. It will level the playing
field. That is what we want to do, and
we hope tomorrow, with the support of
the Members of this Congress, we are
going to get that done and send a clear
message that we stand with American
consumers, we stand with free mar-
kets.

It is time for us to say the subsidiza-
tion of the starving Swiss must end.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

——
O 2149
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FLAKE) at 9 o’clock and 49
minutes p.m.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on
account of attending a funeral for a
family member.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on
account of official business in the dis-
trict.

Mr. PUTNAM (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for June 25 and the balance of
the week on account of attending the
birth of his first child.

Mr. PAUL (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a death in the
family.

Mr. ToOOMEY (at the request of MR.
ARMEY) for today on account of travel
delays.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today on ac-
count of travel delays.

Mr. WICKER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of travel
delays.

Mr. CANNON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of family
medical issues.

———
SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:
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The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs.MALONEY of New York, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. MATHESON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RAHALL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes,today.

The following Member (at the request
of Mr. FLAKE) to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial:

Mr. SIMMONS, for 5 minutes, July 12.

The following Member (at his own re-
quest) to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous material:

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes,
today.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until
Wednesday, July 11, 2001, at 10 a.m.

———

OMISSION FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF TUESDAY,
JUNE 26, 2001

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend
the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 107th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

Honorable J. RANDY FORBES, 4th Vir-
ginia.

——
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
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2743. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Fruit and Vegetable Programs, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Cranberries Grown in the
States of Massachusetts, et al.; Establish-
ment of Marketable Quantity and Allotment
Percentage; Reformulation of Sales Histories
and Other Modifications Under the Cran-
berry Marketing Order [Docket Nos. FV01-
929-2 FR and FV00-929-7 FR] received July 2,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

2744. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the Dis-
trict of Columbia Fiscal Year 2002 Budget
Request Act and Fiscal Year 2001 Supple-
mental Budget Request, pursuant to Public
Law 105-33 section 11701(a)(1) (111 Stat. 780);
(H. Doc. No. 107-94); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

2745. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
approved retirement of Lieutenant General
James C. King, United States Army, and his
advancement to the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

2746. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
approved retirement of Lieutenant General
Donald L. Peterson, United States Air Force,
and his advancement to the grade of lieuten-
ant general on the retired list; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

2747. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s revisions to both the Fiscal Year
(FY) 2001 and FY 02 Annual Materials Plan
(AMP); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

2748. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s review of policy on payment of
claims; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

2749. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Resolu-
tion Funding Corporation Operations (RIN:
1505-AAT9) received June 5, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

2750. A letter from the Assistant General,
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Mortgage
Insurance Premiums in Multifamily Housing
Programs [Docket No. FR-4679-1-01] (RIN:
2502-AH64) received July 3, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

2751. A letter from the Acting Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Congressional and
Intergovernmental Relations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Federal Housing Administration’s
(FHA) Annual Management Report for Fiscal
Year 2001, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9106; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

2752. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
a copy of the Corporation’s Annual Report
for calendar year 2000, pursuant to 12 U.S.C.
1827(a); to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

2753. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA-B-7415] received July 2,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

2754. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final—National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP); Clarifica-
tion of Letter of Map Amendment Deter-
minations (RIN: 3067-AD19) received July 2,
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2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

2755. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final—Final Flood
Elevation Determinations—received July 2,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

2756. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule—Electronic Sub-
mission of Securities Transaction Informa-
tion by Exchange Members, Brokers, and
Dealers [Release No. 34-44494; File No. S7-12—
00] (RIN: 3235-AH69) received July 3, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2757. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting a re-
port on the Cost Estimate For Pay-As-You-
Go Calculations; to the Committee on the
Budget.

2758. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Policy, Planning and Innova-
tion, Department of Education, transmitting
Final Regulations—Federal Family Edu-
cation Loan Program and William D. Ford
Federal Direct Loan Program, pursuant to 20
U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

2759. A letter from the Deputy Director,
National Institute on Disability and Reha-
bilitation Research, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting Final Priority—Improv-
ing Vocational Rehabilitation Services for
Individuals who are Blind or have Severe
Visual Impairments and on Improving Voca-
tional Rehabilitation Services for Individ-
uals Who Are Deaf or Hard of Hearing, pursu-
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

2760. A letter from the Deputy Director Na-
tional Institute on Disability and Rehabili-
tation Research, Department of Education,
transmitting Final Priority—Strategies for
Promoting Information Technology (IT)-
based Educational Opportunities for Individ-
uals with Disabilities, Strategies for Pro-
moting Information Technology (IT)-based
Employment and Training Opportunities for
Individuals with Disabilities, and
Wayfinding Technologies for Individuals
Who Are Blind, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f);
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

2761. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—American Indian and Alas-
ka Native Education Research Grant Pro-
gram—received June 22, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

2762. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Federal Work-Study Pro-
grams, Federal Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant Program, and Special
Leveraging Educational Assistance Partner-
ship Program—received June 25, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

2763. A letter from the Chairperson, Na-
tional Council on Disability, transmitting
the Council’s Report entitled, ‘‘The Acces-
sible Future’”; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

2764. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the third
annual report mandated by the International
Anti-Bribery and Fair Competition Act of
1998; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

2765. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report on the effectiveness of delivery
of electronic records to consumers using
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electronic mail as compared with the deliv-
ery of written records via the US Postal
Service and private express mail services,
pursuant to Section 105(a) of the Electronic
Signatures in Global and National Com-
merce Act of 2000; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

2766. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-

nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—National Research Service

Awards (RIN: 0925-AA16) received June 14,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

2767. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—State Child Health; Revisions to
the Regulations Implementing the State
Children’s Health Insurance Program
[HCFA-2006-IFC] (RIN: 0938-AL00) received
June 28, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2768. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Secondary Direct Food Additives Permitted
in Food for Human Consumption [Docket No.
00F-1482] received July 2, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

2769. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Clean Air Act Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plan Revision for Colorado; Long-Term
Strategy of State Implementation Plan for
Class I Visibility Protection: Craig Station
Requirements [CO-001-0055; FRL-7005-8] re-
ceived June 28, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2770. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Texas; Houston/
Galveston Ozone Nonattainment Area Vehi-
cle Miles Traveled Offset Plan [TX 28-1-
7382a; FRL-7008-3] received July 2, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

2771. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval Of Section 112(I)
Program of Delegation; Ohio [FRL-7009-6] re-
ceived July 3, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

2772. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major” final
rule—Assessment and Collection of Regu-
latory Fees for Fiscal Year 2001 [MD Docket
No. 01-76] received July 3, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

2773. A letter from the Chairman and Sec-
retary, Federal Trade Commission and De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting a joint
report entitled, ‘‘Electronic Signatures in
Global and National Commerce Act: The
Consumer Consent Provision in Section
101(c)(1)(C)(ii)”’; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

2774. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—List of Approved Spent Fuel Stor-
age Casks: Standardized NUHOMS -24P and
-52B Revision (RIN: 3150-AGT75) received July
2, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

2775. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a 6-month
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periodic report on the national emergency
with respect to Libya that was declared in
Executive Order 12543 of January 7, 1986, pur-
suant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); (H. Doc. No. 107-
95); to the Committee on International Rela-
tions and ordered to be printed.

2776. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Sweden [Transmittal No. DTC
073-01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the
Committee on International Relations.

2777. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to the Netherlands [Transmittal
No. DTC 072-01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c);
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

2778. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 062—
01], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

2779. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification that effective June
17, 2001, the Central African Republic has
been designated as a 20% danger pay loca-
tion, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 5928; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

2780. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Solicitation for Proposals:
To Promote the use of Market Based Mecha-
nisms to Address Environmental Issues—re-
ceived June 21, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

2781. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the twenty-
fourth Semiannual Report to Congress on
Audit Follow-Up, covering the period from
October 1, 2000 to March 31, 2001 in compli-
ance with the Inspector General Act Amend-
ments of 1988, pursuant to 5 app; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

2782. A letter from the White House Liai-
son, Department of Education, transmitting
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

2783. A letter from the White House Liai-
son, Department of Education, transmitting
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

2784. A letter from the Attorney/Advisor,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

2785. A letter from the Counsel to the In-
spector General, General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

2786. A letter from the Counsel to the In-
spector General, General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

2787. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting the semiannual report on
activities of the Inspector General for the pe-
riod ending March 31, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

2788. A letter from the Acting Chairman,
Postal Rate Commission, transmitting the
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FY 2000 annual report on International Mail
Volumes, Costs, and Revenues; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

2789. A letter from the Acting Associate
Deputy Administrator for Management and
Administration, Small Business Administra-
tion, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

2790. A letter from the General Counsel,
U.S. Trade and Development Agency, trans-
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va-
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

2791. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Election Commission, transmitting a copy of
the report entitled, ‘‘Impact of the National
Voter Registration Act of 1993 on the Admin-
istration of Elections for Federal Office,
1999-2000,”” pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1973gg-T; to
the Committee on House Administration.

2792. A letter from the Public Printer, Gov-
ernment Printing Office, transmitting the
Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2000; to the
Committee on House Administration.

2793. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the
Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Endangered and Threatened Wild-
life and Plants; Designation of Critical Habi-
tat for the Spruce-fir Moss Spider (RIN: 1018—
AG38) received July 2, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

2794. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the
Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Endangered and Threatened Wild-
life and Plants; Final Determination of Crit-
ical Habitat for Wintering Piping Plovers
(RIN: 1018-AG13) received July 3, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Resources.

2795. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Regulations under the DNA Analysis Back-
log Elimination Act of 2000 [OAG 101I] (RIN:
1105-AA78) received June 25, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

2796. A letter from the Acting Secretary,
Federal Trade Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s report Regarding Merger Re-
view Procedures, required by Public Law 106—
533, section 630(c), 114 Stat. 2762 (2000); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2797. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Fee for
Services to Support FEMA’s Offsite Radio-
logical Emergency Preparedness Program
(RIN: 3067-AC8T7) received July 2, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2798. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sup-
plemental Property Acquisition and Ele-
vation Assistance (RIN: 3067-AD06) received
July 2, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2799. A letter from the The President Of
The United States, transmitting notification
of his intention to add the Republic of Geor-
gia to the list of beneficiary developing
countries under the Generalized System of
Preferences (GSP), pursuant to Public Law
104-188, section 1952(a)(110 Stat. 1917); (H.
Doc. No. 107-96); to the Committee on Ways
and Means and ordered to be printed.

2800. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Regu-
lations Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Delegation of Authority [T.D. ATF-450]
(RIN: 15612-AC19) received July 2, 2001, pursu-
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ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

2801. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Volatile Fruit-Flavor Concentrate Ship-
ments and Alternation With Other Premises
(2000R-290P) [T.D. ATF-455; Ref: Notice No.
823] (RIN: 1512-AB59) received July 2, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

2802. A letter from the Acting Director,
Statutory Import Programs Staff, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Changes in Procedures for
Florence Agreement Program [Docket No.
000331091-0177-02] (RIN: 0625-AA47) received
July 2, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2803. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Weighted Average
Interest Rate Update [Notice 2001-39] re-
ceived July 2, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2804. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Guidance on Imple-
mentation of Withholding and Reporting
Regulations [Notice 2001-43] received July 2,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

2805. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Removal of Federal
Reserve Banks as Federal Depositaries [TD
8952] (RIN: 15645-AY10) received June 25, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

2806. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Amendment of
Qualified Plans for the Economic Growth
and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001
[Notice 2001-42] received June 28, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

2807. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Qualified Pension,
Profit Sharing and Stock Bonus Plans [Rev.
Rul. 2001-30] received June 28, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

2808. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Nondiscrimination
Requirements for Certain Defined Contribu-
tion Retirement Plans [TD 8954] (RIN: 1545-
AY36) received June 28, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

2809. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Notional Principal
Contracts— received July 3, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

2810. A letter from the Regulations Officer,
Social Security Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Exten-
sion of Expiration Dates for Several Body
System Listings (RIN: 0960-AF59) received
June 26, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2811. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting notifi-
cation that the proposed plan for the U.S.
Army Communications—Electronics Com-
mand (CECOM) Research, Development, and
Engineering Community (RDEC), have been
approved under authority of the National
Defense Authority Acts for Fiscal Years 1995
and 2001; jointly to the Committees on
Armed Services and Government Reform.
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2812. A letter from the Board Members,
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting
the Annual Report required by the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1974 and Railroad Retire-
ment Solvency Act of 1983, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 231u(b)(1); jointly to the Committees
on Transportation and Infrastructure and
Ways and Means.

2813. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting a draft bill entitled, ‘“Medicare Con-
tracting Reform Amendments of 2001°’; joint-
ly to the Committees on Ways and Means
and Energy and Commerce.

2814. A letter from the Board Members,
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting
the 2001 annual report on the financial status
of the railroad unemployment insurance sys-
tem, pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 369; jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

2815. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting an ac-
count of Federal expenditures for climate
change programs and activities; jointly to
the Committees on Appropriations, Inter-
national Relations, Science, Energy and
Commerce, and Ways and Means.

2816. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2002 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes; jointly to
the Committees on Armed Services, Inter-
national Relations, Energy and Commerce,
Education and the Workforce, Veterans’ Af-
fairs, the Judiciary, Transportation and In-
frastructure, Resources, Government Re-
form, the Budget, and Ways and Means.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 271. A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to convey a former Bureau of Land
Management administrative site to the city
of Carson City, Nevada, for use as a senior
center (Rept. 107-122). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 695. A Dbill to establish the Oil Region
National Heritage Area; with an amendment
(Rept. 107-123). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 1628. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate El Camino
Real de los Tejas as a National Historic Trail
(Rept. 107-124). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 2215. A bill to authorize ap-
propriations for the Department of Justice
for fiscal year 2002, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 107-125). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 2137. A bill to make clerical
and other technical amendments to title 18,
United States Code, and other laws relating
to crime and criminal procedure (Rept. 107—
126). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 1892. A bill to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to provide for
the acceptance of an affidavit of support
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from another eligible sponsor if the original
sponsor has died and the Attorney General
has determined for humanitarian reasons
that the original sponsor’s classification pe-
tition should not be revoked; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 107-127). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 807. A bill for the relief of
Rabon Lowry of Pembroke, North Carolina
(Rept. 107-128). Referred to the private cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on the
Judiciary. S. 560. An act for the relief of Rita
Mirembe Revell (a.k.a. Margaret Rita
Mirembe) (Rept. 107-129). Referred to the pri-
vate calendar and ordered to be printed.

Mr. HEFLEY: Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct. In the Matter of Represent-
ative Earl F. Hilliard (Rept. 107-130). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

Mr. NEY: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H.R. 2356. A bill to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 to pro-
vide bipartisan campaign reform (Rept. 107-
131 Pt. 1); adversely.

Mr. NEY: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H.R. 2360. A bill to amend the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 to re-
strict the use of non-Federal funds by na-
tional political parties, to revise the limita-
tions on the amount of certain contributions
which may be made under such Act, to pro-
mote the availability of information on com-
munications made with respect to campaigns
for Federal elections, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 107-132). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
Committees on Energy and Commerce
and the Judiciary discharged from fur-
ther consideration. H.R. 2356 referred
to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union and ordered
to be printed.

———

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2356. Referral to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce and the Judiciary ex-
tended for a period ending not later than
July 10, 2001.

—————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of June 28, 2001]
By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. ESHOO,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. BAcA, Mr. FILNER,
and Ms. SANCHEZ):

H.R. 2404. A bill to authorize Federal agen-
cy participation and financial assistance for
programs and for infrastructure improve-
ments for the purposes of increasing deliver-
able water supplies, conserving water and en-
ergy, restoring ecosystems, and enhancing
environmental quality in the State of Cali-
fornia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

[Submitted July 10, 2001]
By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia (for
himself, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
ISAKSON, and Mr. SESSIONS):
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H.R. 2435. A bill to encourage the secure
disclosure and protected exchange of infor-
mation about cyber security problems, solu-
tions, test practices and test results, and re-
lated matters in connection with critical in-
frastructure protection; referred to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on the Judiciary, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. TAUZIN, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. OTTER,
and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 2436. A bill to provide secure energy
supplies for the people of the United States,
and for other purposes; referred to the Com-
mittee on Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:

H.R. 2437. A bill to deem hospitals in Hills-
dale County, Michigan, as being located in
the Kalamazoo-Battle Creek, Michigan, Met-
ropolitan Statistical Area for purposes of re-
imbursement under the Medicare Program;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOEHLERT:

H.R. 2438. A bill to elevate the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to Cabinet-level
status and redesignate such agency as the
Department of Environmental Protection; to
the Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. ROSS (for himself, Mr. BERRY,
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. FORD, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma,
Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
TURNER, and Ms. HARMAN):

H.R. 2439. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 to require retailers of
farm-raised fish inform consumers, at the
final point of sale to consumers, of the coun-
try of origin of the commodities; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia:

H.R. 2440. A bill to rename Wolf Trap Farm
Park as ‘“Wolf Trap National Park for the
Performing Arts’, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. BAKER:

H.R. 2441. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to redesignate a facility
as the National Hansen’s Disease Programs
Center, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GRUCCI:

H.R. 2442. A Dbill to provide veterans bene-
fits to certain individuals who serve in the
United States merchant marine during a pe-
riod of war; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. LAMPSON:

H.R. 2443. A bill to promote the develop-
ment of the United States space tourism in-
dustry, and for other purposes; referred to
the Committee on Science, and in addition
to the Committee on Ways and Means, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MYRICK:

H.R. 2444. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on 9,10-Anthracenedione,l1,8-dihydroxy-
4-[[4-(2-hydroxyethyl)phenyl]lamino]-5-nitro-
); to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:

H.R. 2445. A Dbill to suspend temporarily the
duty on Colbaltate(2-), [6-(amino-.kappa.N)-
5-[[2-(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-4-nitrophenyl]a o-
.kappa.N1]-N-methyl-2-
naphthalenesulfonamidato(2-)][6-(ami o-
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.kappa.N)-5-[[2-(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-4-
nitrophenyl]azo-.kapp.N1]-2-naphthal
nesulfonato,(3-)]-, disodium; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:

H.R. 2446. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on Chromate(2-), [3-(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-
4-[[2-(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-1-naphthaleny Jazo-
kappa.N2]-1-naphthalenesulfonato(3-)] [1-[[2-
(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-5-[4-
methoxyphenyl)azo]phenyl]azo- kappa.N2]-2-
naphthalenolato(2-)-.kappa.O]-, disodium; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:

H.R. 2447. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on Benzenesulfonic acid,2,2’-[(1-methyl-
1,2-ethanediyl)bis[imino(6-fluoro-1,3,5 tri-
azine-4,2-diyl)imino[2-
[(aminocarbonyl)amino]-4,1-phenyl n
Jazo]lbis[5-[(4-sulfophenyl)azo]-, sodium salt;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:

H.R. 2448. A Dbill to suspend temporarily the
duty on a mixture of 2-Naphthalenesulfonic
acid, 6-amino-5-[[2-[(cyclohexylm
ethylamino) sulfonyl]lphenyllazo]-4 -hydroxy-
, monosodium salt, 2-Naphthalenesulfonic
acid, 6-amino-5-[[4-chloro-2-
(trifluoromethy)phenyl]azo]-4-hydroxy-,
monosodium salt, and 2-Naphthalenesulfonic
acid, 6-amino-4-hydroxy-5-[[2-
(trifluoromethyl)phenyllazo]-, monosodium
salt; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NUSSLE:

H.R. 2449. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax credit to
primary health providers who establish prac-
tices in health professional shortage areas;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. ToMm
DAvis of Virginia, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. FROST, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. MCKINNEY,
and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD):

H.R. 2450. A bill to authorize grants for the
construction of memorials to honor men and
women of the United States who were killed
or disabled while serving as law enforcement
or public safety officers; to the Committee
on Resources.

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
and Mr. PASCRELL):

H.R. 2451. A bill to require recreational
camps to report information concerning
deaths and certain injuries and illnesses to
the Secretary of Health and Human Services,
to direct the Secretary to collect the infor-
mation in a central data system, to establish
a President’s Advisory Council on Rec-
reational Camps, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

By Mr. SIMMONS (for himself and Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts):

H.R. 2452. A bill to amend the Quinebaug
and Shetucket Rivers Valley National Herit-
age Corridor Act of 1994 to provide for imple-
mentation of the management plan for the
Corridor to protect resources critical to
maintaining and interpreting the distinctive
character of the Quinebaug and Shetucket
Rivers Valley National Heritage Corridor; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
ROEMER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs.
ROUKEMA, and Mr. ROHRABACHER):

H.R. 2453. A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to improve injection
safety in immunization and other disease
control programs administered under that
Act; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

By Ms. WATSON:

H.R. 2454. A bill to redesignate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 5472 Crenshaw Boulevard in Los Angeles,
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California, as the ‘‘Congressman Julian C.
Dixon Post Office Building”’; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia (for
himself, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. McGoV-
ERN, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and
Mr. MORAN of Virginia):

H. Con. Res. 183. A concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress regarding
the TUnited States Congressional Phil-
harmonic Society and its mission of pro-
moting musical excellence throughout the
educational system and encouraging people
of all ages to commit to the love and expres-
sion of musical performance; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. DELAY (for himself, Mr. HALL
of Ohio, Mr. LEwWIS of Georgia, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. TURNER, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.
P1TTS, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota,
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
MCINTYRE, and Mr. PICKERING):

H. Con. Res. 184. A concurrent resolution
providing for a National Day of Reconcili-
ation; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

123. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the House of Representatives of the State
of Illinois, relative to House Resolution No.
403 memorializing the United States Con-
gress to pass legislation reforming the Fed-
eral Freedom to Farm law and the sugar sup-
port program to correct the current inequi-
ties; to the Committee on Agriculture.

124. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No. 11
memorializing the United States Congress to
call for a repudiation of the agreement
reached last year to allow the Navy to re-
sume firing training on the island of
Vieques; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

125. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 140 memorializing
the United States Congress to study the fea-
sibility of insurance coverage for loss, dam-
age, or diminution in value to property
caused by drought; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

126. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No.
214 memorializing the United States Con-
gress to to fully fund its obligations under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

127. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative
to House Resolution No. 385 memorializing
the United States Congress to ensure ethanol
and biodiesel are included as part of any
lasting energy policy; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

128. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative
to House Resolution No. 405 memorializing
the United States Congress and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to increase Illi-
nois’ nitrogen oxide emission allowances
budget; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

129. Also,a memorial of the Senate of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative to
Senate Resolution No. 92 memorializing the
United States Congress to offer condolences
to the people of the State of Israel and espe-
cially to the families of those victims who
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suffered losses in the terrorist attack of
June 1, 2001, in Tel Aviv; Strongly condemn
that attack and any use of terrorism in order
to achieve political gains or for any other
reason; and, Reaffirm the desire of the people
of the United States to assist the parties in
their efforts to achieve a full and lasting
peace; to the Committee on International
Relations.

130. Also,a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 76 memorializing the United
States Congress to direct the Minerals Man-
agement Service of the United States De-
partment of the Interior to develop a plan
for impact mitigation relative to the Outer
Continental Shelf oil and gas lease sales in
the Gulf of Mexico; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

131. Also,a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 50 memorializing the United
States Congress to express its desire to the
National Marine Fisheries Service that the
pending charter boat moratorium in the Gulf
of Mexico not be implemented; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

132. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No.
230 memorializing the United States Con-
gress to make the $1.5 billion of Federal
moneys already earmarked for abandoned
mine land reclamation available to states to
clean up and make safe abandoned mine
lands; to the Committee on Resources.

133. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 93 memorializing
the United States Congress to ratify the
Southern Dairy Compact; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

134. Also,a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 75 memorializing the TUnited
States Congress to repeal mandatory min-
imum sentences; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

135. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative
to House Resolution No. 370 memorializing
the United States Congress to support re-
form of our Federal immigration laws to
allow the many hard working immigrants in
Illinois to work towards becoming citizens
through a legalization program; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

136. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative
to House Resolution No. 340 memorializing
the United States Congress to initiate an in-
vestigation of possible collusion among pe-
troleum companies resulting in rapid unex-
plained price increases in motor fuel
throughout the Midwest; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

137. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 86 memorializing
the United States Congress to support, with
funding, the expeditious implementation of
the proposed Maurepas Swamp diversion
from the Mississippi River; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

138. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 24 memorializing
the United States Congress to urge the
United States Army Corps of Engineers to
replace the proposed St. Claude Avenue
Bridge and the Claiborne Avenue Bridge in
Orleans Parish with tunnels or fixed high-
rise bridges in conjunction with a project to
replace the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal
lock; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

139. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel-
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ative to House Resolution No. 124 memori-
alizing the United States Congress to enact
legislation to provide for government-fur-
nished markers for the graves of all vet-
erans; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

140. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel-
ative to House Resolution No. 36 memori-
alizing the United States Congress to take
certain actions to increase efforts to halt the
illegal dumping of foreign steel in this coun-
try; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

141. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No.
238 memorializing the United States Con-
gress to fully fund and deploy as soon as
technologically possible an effective, afford-
able global missile defense system, including
a sea-based system to intercept theater and
long-range missiles, space-based sensors and
ground-based interceptors and radar, to pro-
tect all Americans, United States troops sta-
tioned abroad and our nation’s allies from
ballistic missile attack; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services and International
Relations.

142. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Maine, relative to Joint Resolu-
tion No. 661 memorializing the United States
Congress to support significant reforms to
our nations voting system; jointly to the
Committees on House Administration and
the Judiciary.

143. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 167 memorializing
the United States Congress to fully fund the
Estuary Restoration Act of 2000; jointly to
the Committees on Transportation and In-
frastructure and Resources.

144. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Missouri, rel-
ative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 14
memorializing the United States Congress to
support the Railroad Retirement and Sur-
vivors Improvement Act introduced in the
107th Congress; jointly to the Committees on
Transportation and Infrastructure and Ways
and Means.

145. Also,a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Missouri, relative to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No. 10 memorializing the
United States Congress to support the Rail-
road Retirement and Survivors Improvement
Act introduced in the 107th Congress; jointly
to the Committees on Transportation and In-
frastructure and Ways and Means.

146. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel-
ative to House Resolution No. 137 memori-
alizing the United States Congress to enact
the Steel Revitalization Act of 2001; jointly
to the Committees on Financial Services,
Education and the Workforce, and Ways and
Means.

147. Also,a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 129 memorializing
the United States Congress to fully imple-
ment the Gulf Hypoxia Action Plan in co-
operation with the Gulf of Mexico/Mis-
sissippi River Watershed Nutrient Task
Force; jointly to the Committees on Science,

Resources, and Transportation and Infra-
structure.
——
PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

Mr. QUINN introduced a bill (H.R. 2455) to
authorize the Secretary of Transportation to
convey the vessel U.S.S. Sphinx to the Dun-
kirk Historical Lighthouse and Veterans
Park Museum for use as a military museum;
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which was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 17: Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 31: Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 35: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 64: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. SHUSTER.

H.R. 65: Mr. BERRY.

H.R. 91: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. HORN,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. FILNER, Ms. MCKINNEY
and Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 147: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 162: Mr. KIRK..

H.R. 175: Mr. LARGENT.

H.R. 183: Mr. WATT of North Carolina and
Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 236: Mr. NUSSLE.

H.R. 239: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. MARKEY, and
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 257: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. BURTON of
Indiana.

H.R. 267: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
NUSSLE, and Ms. WATSON.

H.R. 269: Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 281: Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 303: Mr. SMITH of Michigan.

H.R. 335: Mr. NUSSLE.

H.R. 389: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 415: Mr. BACA.

H.R. 425: Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 439: Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, and Mr. WuU.

H.R. 440: Mr. INSLEE and Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California.

H.R. 443: Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 448: Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 471: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. FROST,
Ms. MCKINNEY, and Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 500: Mr. ANDREWS.

H.R. 506: Mr. HILLIARD.

H.R. 536: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, and Mr. BAKER.

H.R. 537: Mr. REYES.

H.R. 548: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. EHR-
LICH, Mr. BisHOP, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. BERRY, Ms.
BERKLEY, and Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 595: Mr. NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 599: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 632: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 663: Mr. EHRLICH and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD.

H.R. 664: Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 677: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. PoOMBO, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 687: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 701: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HILL, Mr.
BAcA, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 702: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 703: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mr.
RANGEL.

H.R. 781: Mr. CARDIN, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
BIsSHOP, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. FORD, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. PHELPS, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. WEINER.

H.R. 782: Mr. KUCINICH and Ms. HARMAN.

H.R. 794: Mr. BACA.

H.R. 817: Mr. SHOWS and Mr. BUYER.

H.R. 827: Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. REYES.

H.R. 848: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr.
WATKINS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HEFLEY, Ms.
MCKINNEY, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 854: Ms. WATERS, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-
fornia, and Ms. SOLIS.
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H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.

866:
932:
937:
952:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

HYDE.

GUTIERREZ.

KENNEDY of Minnesota.
RAHALL and Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 964: Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 978: Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 1004: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.R. 1011: Mr. FORD and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 1070: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr.
LATOURETTE.

H.R. 1090: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 1109: Mr. STUMP, Mr. BRADY of Texas,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. TIBERI, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 1110: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. SAWYER, Mr.
BARR of Georgia, Mr. UpPTON, and Mr. PICK-
ERING.

H.R. 1112: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. FILNER, and
Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 1129: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1143: Mr. CAPUANO and Mr. MATSUI.

H.R. 1150: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 1162: Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1170: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. DINGELL, Ms.
RIVERS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 1177: Mr. BENTSEN.

H.R. 1191: Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 1192: Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 1198: Mr. MATHESON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
KING, Ms. DUNN, and Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 1254: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. HOOLEY of
Oregon, and Mr. FARR of California.

H.R. 1266: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 1276: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1293: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SHIMKUS, and
Mr. ALLEN.,

H.R. 1305: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina
and Mr. REYES.

H.R. 1330: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 1338: Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 1348: Mr. BOSWELL.

H.R. 1354: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. NEAL of Mas-
sachusetts, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 1360: Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 1367: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 1371: Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 1377: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. WoLF, Mr. PENCE, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. LucAs of Oklahoma, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H.R. 1382: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. THOMP-
SON of California.

H.R. 1383: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
GREENWOOD, and Mr. HOEFFEL.

H.R. 1431: Mr. GREENWOOD and Mr. McGoV-
ERN.

H.R. 1452: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.R. 1464: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.

H.R. 1465: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr.
MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 1485: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. FROST, and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 1486: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 1487: Mr. MOORE and Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1488: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 1520: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. BisHOP, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, and Ms. WATSON.

H.R. 1522: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 1553: Mr. WU, Mr. GORDON, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. PENCE, and Mr.
UPTON.

H.R. 1556: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. RUSH, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. FORD, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 1581: Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 1582: Mr. FILNER, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms.
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BrOWN of Florida, Mr. FRANK, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Ms. MCKINNEY, and Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 1592: Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 1609: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
SHIMKUS, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 1644: Mr. THUNE.

H.R. 1672: Mr. BACA and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 1673: Mr. BALDAccI, Ms. MCKINNEY,
and Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1674: Mr. WATKINS, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. LEACH, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana.

H.R. 1694: Mr. HEFLEY and Ms. HART.

H.R. 1700: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. TIAHRT, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1701: Mr. REYES, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. NEY, and Mr. CAR-
SON of Oklahoma.

H.R. 1718: Ms. WATSON, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. BACA, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. NADLER, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BECERRA,
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. PoM-
EROY, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
FoLEY, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. Ross, Mr. REYES, and
Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.R. 1726: Mr. BONIOR, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
TowNSs, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 1733: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
OLVER, and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1744: Mr. FrROST, Mr. FRANK, and Mr.
HUTCHINSON.

H.R. 1750: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1751: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1759: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
RANGEL, and Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 1770: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina
and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 1773: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania
and Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 1790: Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 1795: Mr. SHAYS, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. HARMAN, and Mr.
FROST.

H.R. 1810: Mr. RUSH, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr.
FILNER.

H.R. 1822: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 1841: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
STRICKLAND, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. PAYNE, and
Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 1847: Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 1882: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.

H.R. 1891: Mr. BARRETT, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. CANNON, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. NORWOOD.

H.R. 1896: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BONIOR, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RosS, Mr. HILLIARD,
and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 1908: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 1909: Mr. MATSUL

H.R. 1911: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 1930: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
North Carolina, and Mr. ROSS.

H.R. 1939: Mr. WOLF.

H.R. 1948: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr.
EHRLICH.

H.R. 1954: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin, and Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 1972: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 1973: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 1975: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mrs.
NORTHUP, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. KNOLLENBERG,
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
KERNS, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. WHITFIELD, and Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 1990: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, and Ms. NORTON.

WATT of



H3864

H.R. 2009: Mr. BAcA and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 2013: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon and Ms.
ESHOO.

H.R. 2018: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. BRADY of Texas: Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. REYES, Mr. ROGERS of
Michigan, and Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.

H.R. 2029: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 2036: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 2057: Mr. PETRI, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
SAWYER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. WELDON of Florida,
Ms. HART, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
PLATTS, and Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 2058: Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 2059: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, and Mr.
FROST.

H.R. 2074: Ms. LEE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
RANGEL, and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 2079: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 2080: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 2081: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 2088: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2095: Ms. BROWN of Florida and Mr.
BOUCHER.

H.R. 2107: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. FILNER, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. KAPTUR,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
SAWYER, Mr. NADLER, Mr. QUINN, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. FROST, Mr. BOSWELL,
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
CARSON of Oklahoma, and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 2109: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 2117: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. COSTELLO, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 2122: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, and Mr.
Goss.

H.R. 2125: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Ms. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. GORDON,
and Mr. HOSTETTLER.

H.R. 2134: Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 2145: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 2148: Mr. COYNE, Mr. KIND, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. HALL of Ohio.

H.R. 2154: Ms. SOLIS, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA,
Mr. BONIOR, and Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 2158: Mrs. DAVIs of California, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Ms. LEE, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, and Mr. FRANK.

H.R. 2163: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BrROWN of Florida, Mr. FILNER, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. KILDEE, and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 2166: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 2173: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. FROST, Mr.
BERRY, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
STARK, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mrs. MINK of Ha-
wadii.

H.R. 2174: Ms. BALDWIN and Mr. MCKEON.

H.R. 2175: Mr. SCHROCK, Mr. LAHoOD, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. RYUN
of Kansas, and Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 2178: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and
Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 2200: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 2230: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 2233: Mr. FILNER, Ms. LEE, and Mr.
FROST.

H.R. 2240: Mr. CRENSHAW and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 2263: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. MCGOVERN,
and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 2277: Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 2281: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 2294: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and
Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2319: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. MCKINNEY,
and Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 2323: Mr. LucAs of Kentucky, Mr. BRY-
ANT, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. HOLDEN.

Mrs.
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H.R. 2327: Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BARR of Geor-
gia, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. CULBERSON, and Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER.

H.R. 2328: Ms. SOLIS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 2331: Mr. OSE.

H.R. 2338: Ms. CARSON of Indiana and Ms.
PELOSI.

H.R. 2339: Mrs. Jo ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. GORDON, Mr. MASCARA, and Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 2340: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia, Mr. BALDAcCCI, Mr. FROST, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 2348: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. FILNER, Ms. MCKINNEY,

Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms.
ESHO00, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 2349: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2360: Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 2375: Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. LEE, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, and Mr. GRUCCI.

H.R. 2392: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.R. 2412: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN and Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA.

H.R. 2413: Mr. RUSH and Mrs. THURMAN.

H.J. Res. 42: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. TAYLOR
of Mississippi, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. GOODE, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. SAWYER, Mr. FARR of
California, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
HORN, Mr. Frost, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr.
OLVER.

H. Con. Res. 36: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. COYNE, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. BARRETT,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BAKER, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. FrROsST, Mr. HOLT, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
PALLONE, Ms. SANCHEZ, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. OSE, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. WYNN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
DAvVIs of Illinois, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. HILLEARY, and Mrs.

ROUKEMA.

H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California.

H. Con. Res. 89: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr.
SCHIFF.

H. Con. Res. 102: Mr. POMEROY, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. FARR
of California, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. EVANS, and
Mr. SHIMKUS.

H. Con. Res. 104: Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H. Con. Res. 121: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H. Con. Res. 164: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
LEVIN, and Mr. MCINTYRE.

H. Con. Res. 170: Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H. Con. Res. 174: Mr. HONDA.

H. Res. 75: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. CRENSHAW, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
EVANS, and Mr. HULSHOF.

H. Res. 152: Mr. SAWYER, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FARR of California, and Mr. MOORE.

H. Res. 154: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. STARK, and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H. Res. 159: Mr. TURNER.

————

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2330
OFFERED BY: MR. SMITH OF MICHIGAN

AMENDMENT NoO. 30: Add before the short

title at the end the following new section:

July 10, 2001

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available in this Act may
be used to pay the salaries of personnel of
the Department of Agriculture who permit
the payment limitation specified in section
1001(2) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7
U.S.C. 1308(2)) to be exceeded in any manner
(whether through payments in excess of such
limitation, permitting repayment of mar-
keting loans at a lower rate, the issuance of
certificates redeemable for commodities, or
forfeiture of a loan commodity when the
payment limitation level is reached), except,
in the case of a husband and wife, the total
amount of the payments specified in section
1001(3) of that Act that they may receive
during the 2001 crop year may not exceed
$150,000.

H.R. 2360
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER

AMENDMENT NoO. 1: Insert after title III the
following:

TITLE IV—MODIFICATION OF INDIVIDUAL
CONTRIBUTION LIMITS IN RESPONSE
TO EXPENDITURES FROM PERSONAL
FUNDS

SEC. 401. MODIFICATION OF INDIVIDUAL CON-

TRIBUTION LIMITS IN RESPONSE TO
EXPENDITURES FROM PERSONAL
FUNDS.

(a) INCREASED LIMITS FOR INDIVIDUALS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 315 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘No
person’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in
subsection (i), no person’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘(i) INCREASED LIMIT TO ALLOW RESPONSE
TO EXPENDITURES FROM PERSONAL FUNDS.—

(1) INCREASE.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph
(2), if the opposition personal funds amount
with respect to a candidate for election to
the office of Senator or Representative in or
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to the
Congress exceeds the threshold amount, the
limit under subsection (a)(1)(A) (in this sub-
section referred to as the ‘applicable limit’)
with respect to that candidate shall be the
increased limit.

‘(B) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—

‘(1) STATE-BY-STATE AND DISTRICT-BY-DIS-
TRICT COMPETITIVE AND FAIR CAMPAIGN FOR-
MULA.—In this subsection, the threshold
amount with respect to an election cycle of
a candidate described in subparagraph (A) is
an amount equal to the sum of—

(1) $150,000; and

“‘(IT) $0.04 multiplied by the voting age pop-
ulation.

¢(ii) VOTING AGE POPULATION.—In this sub-
paragraph, the term ‘voting age population’
means—

‘(I) in the case of a candidate for the office
of Senator, the voting age population of the
State of the candidate (as certified under
section 315(e)); or

“(IT) in the case of a candidate for the of-
fice of Representative in or Delegate or Resi-
dent Commissioner to the Congress, the vot-
ing population of the district the candidate
seeks to represent (as certified under section
315(e)).

‘(C) INCREASED LIMIT.—Except as provided
in clause (ii), for purposes of subparagraph
(A), if the opposition personal funds amount
is over—

‘(i) 2 times the threshold amount, but not
over 4 times that amount—

“(I) the increased limit shall be 3 times the
applicable limit; and

‘“(II) the limit under subsection (a)(3) shall
not apply with respect to any contribution
made with respect to a candidate if such con-
tribution is made under the increased limit
of subparagraph (A) during a period in which
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the candidate may accept such a contribu-
tion;

‘‘(ii) 4 times the threshold amount, but not
over 10 times that amount—

“(I) the increased limit shall be 6 times the
applicable limit; and

“(IT) the limit under subsection (a)(3) shall
not apply with respect to any contribution
made with respect to a candidate if such con-
tribution is made under the increased limit
of subparagraph (A) during a period in which
the candidate may accept such a contribu-
tion; and

¢‘(iii) 10 times the threshold amount—

“(I) the increased limit shall be 6 times the
applicable limit;

“(IT) the limit under subsection (a)(3) shall
not apply with respect to any contribution
made with respect to a candidate if such con-
tribution is made under the increased limit
of subparagraph (A) during a period in which
the candidate may accept such a contribu-
tion; and

“(IIT) the limits under subsection (d) with
respect to any expenditure by a State or na-
tional committee of a political party shall

not apply.
“(D) OPPOSITION PERSONAL FUNDS
AMOUNT.—The opposition personal funds

amount is an amount equal to the excess (if
any) of—

‘(i) the greatest aggregate amount of ex-
penditures from personal funds (as defined in
section 304(a)(6)(B)) that an opposing can-
didate in the same election makes; over

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amount of expenditures
from personal funds made by the candidate
with respect to the election.

¢(2) TIME TO ACCEPT CONTRIBUTIONS UNDER
INCREASED LIMIT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), a candidate and the candidate’s author-
ized committee shall not accept any con-
tribution, and a party committee shall not
make any expenditure, under the increased
limit under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(i) until the candidate has received notifi-
cation of the opposition personal funds
amount under section 304(a)(6)(B); and

‘‘(ii) to the extent that such contribution,
when added to the aggregate amount of con-
tributions previously accepted and party ex-
penditures previously made under the in-
creased limits under this subsection for the
election cycle, exceeds 110 percent of the op-
position personal funds amount.

“(B) EFFECT OF WITHDRAWAL OF AN OPPOS-
ING CANDIDATE.—A candidate and a can-
didate’s authorized committee shall not ac-
cept any contribution and a party shall not
make any expenditure under the increased
limit after the date on which an opposing
candidate ceases to be a candidate to the ex-
tent that the amount of such increased limit
is attributable to such an opposing can-
didate.

¢“(3) DISPOSAL OF EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount
of contributions accepted by a candidate or a
candidate’s authorized committee under the
increased limit under paragraph (1) and not
otherwise expended in connection with the
election with respect to which such contribu-
tions relate shall, not later than 50 days
after the date of such election, be used in the
manner described in subparagraph (B).

‘“(B) RETURN TO CONTRIBUTORS.—A can-
didate or a candidate’s authorized com-
mittee shall return the excess contribution
to the person who made the contribution.

“(j) LIMITATION ON REPAYMENT OF PER-
SONAL LOANS.—Any candidate who incurs
personal loans made after the date of enact-
ment of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform
Act of 2001 in connection with the can-
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didate’s campaign for election shall not
repay (directly or indirectly), to the extent
such loans exceed $250,000, such loans from
any contributions made to such candidate or
any authorized committee of such candidate
after the date of such election.”.

(b) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES FROM
PERSONAL FUNDS.—Section 304(a)(6) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (E); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following:

“(B) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURE FROM
PERSONAL FUNDS.—

‘(i) DEFINITION OF EXPENDITURE FROM PER-

SONAL FUNDS.—In this subparagraph, the
term ‘expenditure from personal funds’
means—

“(I) an expenditure made by a candidate
using personal funds; and

‘“(IT) a contribution or loan made by a can-
didate using personal funds or a loan secured
using such funds to the candidate’s author-
ized committee.

‘“(ii) DECLARATION OF INTENT.—Not later
than the date that is 15 days after the date
on which an individual becomes a candidate
for the office of Senator or Representative in
or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to the
Congress, the candidate shall file a declara-
tion stating the total amount of expendi-
tures from personal funds that the candidate
intends to make, or to obligate to make,
with respect to the election that will exceed
the State-by-State and District-by-District
competitive and fair campaign formula
with—

‘“(I) the Commission; and

‘“(IT) each candidate in the same election.

¢‘(iii) INITIAL NOTIFICATION.—Not later than
24 hours after a candidate described in clause
(ii) makes or obligates to make an aggregate
amount of expenditures from personal funds
in excess of 2 times the threshold amount in
connection with any election, the candidate
shall file a notification with—

‘“(I) the Commission; and

‘“(IT) each candidate in the same election.

“(iv) ADDITIONAL NOTIFICATION.—After a
candidate files an initial notification under
clause (iii), the candidate shall file an addi-
tional notification each time expenditures
from personal funds are made or obligated to
be made in an aggregate amount that exceed
$10,000 with—

‘“(I) the Commission; and

‘“(IT) each candidate in the same election.
Such notification shall be filed not later
than 24 hours after the expenditure is made.

‘“(v) CONTENTS.—A notification under
clause (iii) or (iv) shall include—

“(I) the name of the candidate and the of-
fice sought by the candidate;

“(IT) the date and amount of each expendi-
ture; and

‘“(IITI) the total amount of expenditures
from personal funds that the candidate has
made, or obligated to make, with respect to
an election as of the date of the expenditure
that is the subject of the notification.

¢(C) NOTIFICATION OF DISPOSAL OF EXCESS
CONTRIBUTIONS.—In the next regularly sched-
uled report after the date of the election for
which a candidate seeks nomination for elec-
tion to, or election to, Federal office, the
candidate or the candidate’s authorized com-
mittee shall submit to the Commission a re-
port indicating the source and amount of
any excess contributions (as determined
under paragraph (1) of section 315(i)) and the
manner in which the candidate or the can-
didate’s authorized committee used such
funds.
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‘(D) ENFORCEMENT.—For provisions pro-
viding for the enforcement of the reporting
requirements under this paragraph, see sec-
tion 309.”.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 301 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(20) ELECTION CYCLE.—The term ‘election
cycle’ means the period beginning on the day
after the date of the most recent election for
the specific office or seat that a candidate is
seeking and ending on the date of the next
election for that office or seat. For purposes
of the preceding sentence, a primary election
and a general election shall be considered to
be separate elections.

‘‘(21) PERSONAL FUNDS.—The term ‘personal
funds’ means an amount that is derived
from—

“(A) any asset that, under applicable State
law, at the time the individual became a
candidate, the candidate had legal right of
access to or control over, and with respect to
which the candidate had—

‘(i) legal and rightful title; or

‘(ii) an equitable interest;

‘“(B) income received during the current
election cycle of the candidate, including—

‘(i) a salary and other earned income from
bona fide employment;

‘“(ii) dividends and proceeds from the sale
of the candidate’s stocks or other invest-
ments;

¢“(iii) bequests to the candidate;

“(iv) income from trusts established before
the beginning of the election cycle;

‘(v) income from trusts established by be-
quest after the beginning of the election
cycle of which the candidate is the bene-
ficiary;

‘“(vi) gifts of a personal nature that had
been customarily received by the candidate
prior to the beginning of the election cycle;
and

‘“(vii) proceeds from lotteries and similar
legal games of chance; and

“(C) a portion of assets that are jointly
owned by the candidate and the candidate’s
spouse equal to the candidate’s share of the
asset under the instrument of conveyance or
ownership, but if no specific share is indi-
cated by an instrument of conveyance or
ownership, the value of % of the property.”.

H.R. 2360
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER

AMENDMENT No. 2: Insert after title III the
following:

TITLE IV—REQUIRING CANDIDATES
USING CORPORATE AIRCRAFT TO REIM-
BURSE CORPORATION AT CHARTER
RATE

SEC. 401. REQUIRING CANDIDATES USING COR-

PORATE AIRCRAFT TO REIMBURSE
CORPORATION OR UNION AT CHAR-
TER RATE.

Section 316 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘(e)(1) No candidate, agent of a candidate,
or person traveling on behalf of a candidate
may use an airplane which is owned or leased
by a corporation for travel in connection
with a Federal election unless the candidate,
agent, or person in advance reimburses the
corporation an amount equal to the usual
charter rate for such use.

‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to the use of an airplane which is
owned or leased by a corporation which is li-
censed to offer commercial services for trav-
el.”.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable E.
BENJAMIN NELSON, a Senator from the
State of Nebraska.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father, almighty Sovereign
of our beloved Nation, and loving Lord
of our lives, our hearts overflow with
gratitude. Thank You for the privilege
of living in this land You have blessed
so bountifully. You have called this
Nation to be a demonstration of the
freedom and opportunity, righteous-
ness and justice You desire for all na-
tions. Help us to be faithful to our des-
tiny. May our response be spelled out
in dedicated service.

Dear God, empower the women and
men of this Senate as they seek Your
vision and wisdom for the problems we
face as a nation. Proverbs reminds us
that ‘“When the righteous are in power,
the people rejoice.”” We rejoice in the
Senators in both parties who seek to be
right with You so they will know what
is right for our Nation. You have told
us, ‘‘Righteousness exalts a nation.”’—
Proverbs 14:34.

Lord, we live in times that challenge
faith in You. As a nation, secularity
often replaces spirituality and human-
istic materialism substitutes for hum-
ble mindedness. Bless the Senators as
they give dynamic leadership. Grant
them wisdom, grant them courage, for
the facing of this hour. You are our
Lord and Saviour. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable E. BENJAMIN NELSON
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Senate

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 10, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable E. BENJAMIN NELSON,
a Senator from the State of Nebraska, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska thereupon
assumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 1077, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (8. 1077) making supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid (for Schumer) amendment No. 862, to
rescind $33,900,000 for the printing and post-
age costs of the notices to be sent by the In-
ternal Revenue Service before and after the
tax rebate, such amount to remain available
for debt reduction.

Reid (for Feingold) amendment No. 863, to
increase the amount provided to combat
HIV/AIDS, malaria, and tuberculosis, and to
offset that increase by rescinding amounts
appropriated to the Navy for the V-22 Osprey
aircraft program.

Craig (for Roberts) amendment No. 864, to
prohibit the use of funds for reorganizing
certain B-1 bomber forces.

Voinovich amendment No. 865, to protect
the social security surpluses by preventing
on-budget deficits.

Byrd (for Conrad) amendment No. 866 (to
amendment No. 865), to establish an off-
budget lockbox to strengthen Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

Conrad amendment No. 867, to provide
funds for emergency housing on the Turtle
Mountain Indian Reservation.

Stevens (for McCain) amendment No. 868,
to increase amounts appropriated to the De-
partment of Defense.

Stevens (for McCain) amendment No. 869,
to provide additional funds for military per-
sonnel, working-capital funds, mission-crit-
ical maintenance, force protection, and
other purposes by increasing amounts appro-
priated to the Department of Defense, and to
offset the increases by reducing and rescind-
ing certain appropriations.

Stevens (for Hutchinson) amendment No.
870, to provide additional amounts to repair
damage caused by ice storms in the States of
Arkansas and Oklahoma.

Stevens (for Craig) amendment No. 871, re-
garding the proportionality of the level of
non-military exports purchased by Israel to
the amount of United States cash transfer
assistance for Israel.

Bond amendment No. 872, to increase
amounts appropriated for the Department of
Defense.

Reid (for Hollings) amendment No. 873, en-
suring funding for defense and education and
the supplemental appropriation by repealing
tax cuts for 2001.

Reid (for Wellstone) amendment No. 874, to
increase funding for the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program, with an offset.

Reid (for Johnson) amendment No. 875, to
amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to
make certain interest rate changes perma-
nent.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 866 AND 865

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be 2 hours of concurrent de-
bate, equally divided, in relation to the
lockbox amendments, Nos. 866 and 865.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask the
time I consume not be charged against
either Senator CONRAD or Senator
VOINOVICH.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

57363



S7364

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. First of all, as has been
announced, we have now resumed con-
sideration of the supplemental appro-
priations bill. The majority leader in-
dicated that both Senator STEVENS and
Senator BYRD have every intention of
finishing this bill today so we can go
on to the Interior appropriations bill
tomorrow. The majority leader has au-
thorized me to state it is his wish we
could complete that legislation some-
time on Thursday—Interior appropria-
tions. If we did that, the majority lead-
er said there would be no votes on Fri-
day. So it would be really good if we
could do that. It will take a lot of co-
operation from everyone.

The majority leader has also asked
me to express his appreciation to ev-
eryone for the cooperation on the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. It was a very
contentious issue. Both sides worked,
offered very difficult amendments for
everyone to consider. It was done. It
was done in an expedient way, and we
arrived at a conclusion at an earlier
time than people expected.

There are 14 amendments today. We
have every expectation that some of
them will be accepted by the managers
of the legislation. Others, perhaps, can
be worked out. The two managers of
the bill have asked that we work to try
to get time agreements on each of the
amendments, and we will do that.

We hope we can arrive at a situation
today where there can be votes at 2:15,
as has been announced earlier. We ex-
pect, with the cooperation of Senator
VOINOVICH and Senator CONRAD, that
can be done, and we will work toward
that end.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum. I ask the time
be equally charged against both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much
time remains on the Conrad amend-
ment as a result of the quorum call?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 47% minutes on each
side.

Mr. REID. For the edification of
Members, we have had a general agree-
ment that we will try to put in writing
that we will complete this debate on
these two amendments in approxi-
mately 90 minutes. They have agreed
and consented to having a vote at 2:15
on Conrad first and Voinovich second,
with 6 minutes equally divided between
the two before the vote. We will write
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that up. I have explained to the Sen-
ators that when we get that written up,
we will interrupt them so people will
know definitely when the votes will
occur.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio is recog-
nized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, one
of the primary reasons I wanted to
serve as a U.S. Senator was to have an
opportunity to bring fiscal responsi-
bility to our Nation and help eliminate
the terrible debt with which we will
surely burden our children and grand-
children. As my colleagues know, for
decades successive Congresses and
Presidents spent money on things that,
while important, they were unwilling
to pay for or do without. In the proc-
ess, we ran up a staggering debt and
mortgaged our future.

Today, our national debt is at $5.6
trillion, which costs us over $200 billion
every year in interest payments. From
the time I arrived in the Senate, I have
been working to rein in spending and
lower our national debt. Over the past
214 years, I have sponsored and cospon-
sored a number of amendments de-
signed to bring fiscal discipline to the
Federal Government.

For instance, in 1999 and 2000, we of-
fered an amendment to use the entire
on-budget surplus to pay down the
debt. Also, in an effort to bring spend-
ing under control, Senator ALLARD and
I offered an amendment in June of 2000
to direct $12 billion of the fiscal year
on-budget surplus toward debt reduc-
tion. The amendment passed by an
overwhelming margin of 95-3 and com-
mitted Congress to designate the on-
budget surpluses to reduce the national
debt, keeping those funds from being
used for additional Government spend-
ing.

Our amendment provided the mecha-
nism to assure that Congress will begin
the serious task of paying down the
debt. Further, this past April, Senators
FEINGOLD, GREGG, and I offered an
amendment to the fiscal year 2000
budget resolution designed to tighten
the enforcement of existing spending
controls. Our amendment created an
explicit point of order against directed
scoring and abuses of the emergency
spending. Given this commitment to
fiscal responsibility, the huge spending
increases we have seen in the past 2
years have been troubling for me and
for a 1ot of other Members of this body.
I am worried that they will lead us
back to our deficit spending and debt
accumulation.

I was encouraged, however, with the
budget that the President sent to us
this year. The President’s budget relies
equally on three primary principles. I
refer to them as the ‘‘three-legged
stool.” They are tax cuts, restrained
spending, and debt reduction; all three
of them fit together. This isn’t just
what the President proposed. It was
what Federal Reserve Chairman Alan
Greenspan called for in his
groundbreaking testimony before the
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Senate Budget Committee earlier this
year. Chairman Greenspan said that he
hoped the recent increases in Federal
spending was only an aberration. He
went on to say that we needed a tax re-
duction because surpluses were accu-
mulating so fast that they were over-
whelming our ability to repay the na-
tional debt without having to pay a
premium. This is precisely what the
President’s tax cut did.

The President’s proposal to cut taxes
was responsible precisely because it
was coupled with two other legs of this
budgetary stool. Without limits on
spending and maximum efforts to pay
down the debt, I could not have sup-
ported in good conscience the proposed
tax cuts.

Ultimately, Congress passed the
budget that achieves all three objec-
tives of the three-legged stool. It cuts
taxes, restrains spending to a respon-
sible level, and pays down the available
publicly held debt over a 10-year pe-
riod. Little did we know how the tax
cut would be needed to jump start the
economy and restore consumer con-
fidence. I don’t think we knew that
until recently when we saw what has
been happening to our economy.

Hopefully, with the tax reduction,
lower interest rates, and action by
Congress to curb energy costs, we will
see an improvement in the economy
and a restoration of the public’s con-
fidence in the economy.

We have taken the first step to im-
plement the budget agreement by en-
acting the President’s proposed tax
cuts with a large bipartisan majority.
Tax cuts are now law and are a done
deal. I know some Members of this
body believe that those tax cuts were
too much. But the fact is that a major-
ity of us felt they were reasonable and
less than what the President asked for.

But our work is not yet finished. We
still need to enact legislation to lock
in the other two legs of the budgetary
stool. We need a mechanism to restrain
spending and pay down the debt. That
is precisely what our amendment does.
It is the teeth that ensures that we will
pay down the debt and limit spending.
Lockboxing the Social Security sur-
plus is the key to protecting our ac-
complishments thus far and enforcing
our budget agreement.

I want to call your attention to this
chart, which basically shows that all
during the 1990s we had the deficit, but
that deficit would have been much
larger than was reported because we
used the Social Security surplus to pay
for things that Congress was unwilling
to pay for or to do without. So as you
can see, all the way up until the year
2000, we had a real deficit; there was no
surplus whatsoever. It was only until
2000 that we saw a real on-budget sur-
plus, and it wasn’t until 1998 that we
weren’t using the Social Security sur-
plus. The point is that we do not want
to return to what we were doing in the
past, and that is using the Social Secu-
rity surplus.

I think that my colleagues can see on
this chart, and so can the American
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taxpayers, that the Social Security
surplus, if you can see this, is signifi-
cant all the way during this next dec-
ade. What my amendment would basi-
cally do is to make sure that all of this
money is used to pay down the debt
and to restrain spending by the Mem-
bers of this Senate.

I have every reason to believe if we
don’t pass this amendment, there is a
good chance this money will be used to
pay for spending.

Mr. President, as you can see, Con-
gress has not been able to resist spend-
ing Social Security. I was an earlier
supporter of the Abraham-Domenici
Social Security lockbox that was first
offered in 1999.

I voted in favor of the lockbox on
several occasions. Laying out a
thoughtful and well-reasoned budget
plan is not enough to guarantee we do
not stray back to spending the Social
Security surplus. Good intentions are
not enough.

Our lockbox strengthens the existing
point of order against spending the So-
cial Security surplus. Our lockbox
makes it out of order to use the Social
Security surplus in any one of the next
10 years, contrasted with the current
budget resolution.

This is an important improvement.
The existing point of order is written
s0 it is possible to use the Social Secu-
rity surplus in the future and is not
possible to call a point of order. My
amendment would prevent that.

Most important, my amendment con-
tains an automatic enforcement mech-
anism. If OMB reports that the Federal
Government will spend the Social Se-
curity surplus, an automatic across-
the-board sequester will be put in place
by OMB, and the size of the sequester
will offset the use of the surplus.

This is the ultimate enforcement
mechanism. If the Social Security sur-
plus looks as if it will get spent, OMB
stops it from happening. This mecha-
nism is our safety valve which will en-
sure we stay on course to limit spend-
ing and pay down our debt.

Spending cuts under my amendment
would cut into both discretionary and
mandatory spending. Mandatory spend-
ing for the most needy in society would
not be affected by these cuts. My
amendment would exclude Social Secu-
rity, food stamps, and other programs
that are excluded from sequesters
under the Deficit Control Act of 1985,
and to prevent an inadvertent seques-
ter, my amendment builds in a margin
of error. This margin is equal to one-
half of 1 percent of outlays. Because it
is so hard to calculate the aggregate
level of spending from year to year, 1
think this is a reasonable measure and
OMB supports it. It would prevent in-
advertent sequesters.

My amendment is straightforward
and relies on existing law. I primarily
build on existing budget process and
mechanisms. We all know Social Secu-
rity is off budget, and my amendment
reinforces that position.

My amendment does not modify any
budgetary conventions or pretend So-
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cial Security is something that it is
not. Everyone knows the Budget Act
points of order have their limitations.
Someone has to call them, and too
often no one does call them.

Take the use of Budget Act points of
order against appropriations bills. The
appropriations bills that pass early in
the session can contain outrageous
spending increases, and they are im-
mune from the Social Security point of
order because they do not threaten the
Social Security surplus. It is only when
we take up the last appropriations bills
that it is obvious that the cumulative
effect of our actions might cause a
problem.

Until we take up the last appropria-
tions bill, it is pure conjecture as to
whether we might spend the Social Se-
curity surplus. The use of omnibus ap-
propriations bills makes this all the
more problematic. By the time we
reach that last appropriations bill
around here, it is too late. Large spend-
ing increases could have already been
done, and we all know how bad Con-
gress wants to get out of town when
that last bill rolls around. For this rea-
son, no one is willing to call a point of
order that threatens to derail the train
or a carefully worked out compromise
needed to pass the last appropriations
bills.

This is the shortcoming of points of
order, and that is why we need an auto-
matic enforcement mechanism to pro-
tect the Social Security surplus. The
existence of an automatic Social Secu-
rity sequestration will force Congress
to act. I am no fool, however. I know
that if Congress wants to spend money,
it will. With 60 votes, we can do just
about anything here, and just as we
raise the discretionary spending caps
and the debt ceiling, we can vote to
undo this mechanism, but it will force
Congress to act and will put Congress
on record as violating the Social Secu-
rity surplus. People of America should
know that is what we are doing. It
should not be hidden.

My colleague across the aisle, on the
other hand, relies exclusively on points
of order to enforce his lockbox which
we will be hearing more about and, in
my opinion, this is a serious weakness.

We in Congress spend and spend. For
fiscal year 2001, with strong encourage-
ment of the Clinton administration,
my colleagues in Congress increased
nondefense discretionary spending by a
staggering 14.3 percent. I want every-
body to hear that—14.3 percent. Think
of it, a 14.3-percent growth in non-
defense discretionary spending, and we
increased overall spending by 8 per-
cent. We grew the size of the Federal
Government by 8 percent. We spend,
and we spend.

As we begin to consider spending for
fiscal year 2002, the President pre-
sented a modest, responsible budget
that called for a 4-percent growth rate.
Congress tacked on more spending and
passed a bipartisan budget that called
for a 4.7-percent increase in Federal
spending. We spend.
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We then took up an education bill in-
tended to reform schools in an effort to
ensure we were properly preparing our
children for the 21st century, a goal I
wholeheartedly support. Unfortu-
nately, reform in Congress means more
spending. We passed an education bill
that authorized an incredible 62-per-
cent increase in Federal spending on
education—62 percent. Again, we spend.

If I can refer to this chart, my col-
leagues can see just what has happened
to spending in Congress in the last cou-
ple of years. The budget caps that were
put in place in 1997 in the budget agree-
ment were supposed to cap spending in
1998 at 52.7, in 1999 at 53.3, in 2000 at
53.7, and in 2001 at 54.2. The red line is
what we actually spent. Look at this
increase. Starting in 1997, we increased
spending.

From looking at that, one can see
that walling off the Social Security
trust fund from spending is something
that has to be done. We have proven
time and again that we are very good
at one thing: spending other people’s
money. I remind the President and oth-
ers that prior to 1999 we were spending
that Social Security surplus regularly.
This amendment ensures we will not
spend that money. It ensures it will go
where it belongs: paying down the na-
tional debt and providing a firewall
against irresponsible spending. We
must make sure history does not re-
peat itself.

If, however, the economic prosperity
this Nation has enjoyed recently con-
tinues to fade—and I hope it is just a
temporary situation—any surplus pro-
jections are likely to be revised down-
ward and that Social Security surplus
will, again, be in the crosshairs. It will
be in the crosshairs because Congress’s
yearning for spending has not abated,
for example, as I mentioned, the 62-per-
cent increase in education. The Presi-
dent now is asking for more money in
defense spending.

Given the spending trajectory and
the possibility of continued economic
softness and that the surplus will not
be as large as projected, we could be
bumping against the Social Security
trust fund. We cannot let that happen.
There is a real risk of it happening. We
need to rein in the spending and pro-
tect Social Security from these spend-
ing threats. We need to lockbox it.
Once lockboxed, the Social Security
surplus will go to our debt reduction as
our budget and the President’s original
plan intends and Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan has rec-
ommended.

It is Congress’s irresponsible record
of spending that has accumulated the
$5.6 trillion in debt that now hangs
over our children and our children’s
children. Paying off the debt will free
up the 11 percent of the Federal budget
which currently goes to debt service so
we can focus on other needs such as So-
cial Security reform.

There is what at first appears to be
an alternative to my amendment, and
that is the amendment offered by my
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colleague from North Dakota, the
chairman of the Budget Committee.
Unfortunately, I do not think it meas-
ures up to the amendment I have of-
fered. I would like to take a moment to
address the second-degree amendment
of my colleague from North Dakota.

Its enforcement measure, in my opin-
ion, is not as tough as mine. Therefore,
my colleague’s measure can easily be
dodged by a Congress under pressure to
spend more or which simply lacks the
same commitment to debt reduction
and spending restraint we have shown
in our budget resolution.

The Senator’s amendment purports
to lockbox the Medicare surplus, but
there is no such surplus. There is no
Medicare surplus. It is money that does
not exist. The Part B deficit exceeds
the so-called Part A surplus. For fiscal
year 2002, the net position of the Medi-
care Program, when we combine Part A
and Part B, we have a negative $52 bil-
lion that is coming from the general
fund. Medicare is an on-budget ac-
count, unlike Social Security, which is
currently in a huge deficit and which
relies upon direct infusions from the
general fund.

I note that some tried harsh words to
differentiate between Parts A and B,
but the fact is we are still talking
about the same program. Considering
them separately and pretending they
are off budget are simply not intellec-
tually honest deductions and are a
faulty premise on which to base legis-
lation. If you want the appearance of
action, coupled with the security of in-
action, don’t vote for my amendment,
vote for the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota.

I want to be frank with the President
and my colleagues in the Senate. Many
gave thought to the idea  of
“lockboxing’® Part A of Medicare. 1
think our colleagues know there is a
Part A and Part B. Part A is funded by
deducting money from people’s Social
Security check and by everyone paying
into the Medicare trust fund. We take
in more money than is spent out for
Part A.

However, Part B, which is the non-
hospital portion of Medicare, does not
take in enough money. The Medicare
Part A surplus projected for the year
2002 is $36 billion; Medicare Part B def-
icit is $88 billion. In effect, we are tak-
ing $52 billion out of the general fund
of the United States to support Medi-
care. I am sure a lot of people getting
Medicare today think the money com-
ing out of their Social Security, the
money sons and daughters are paying
into the Medicare fund, is taking care
of it. That is not the case. That is not
the case.

When you combine Part A and Part
B, the taxpayers of the United States
subsidize Medicare. There 1is not
enough money in the Medicare fund
from the money coming in every year
and the money being taken out of peo-
ple’s Social Security and the money
they pay in for Part B. We are sub-
sidizing it. To talk of a Medicare sur-
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plus when you see these numbers, is
not being truthful. The surplus pro-
jected for the next 10 years shows the
Medicare surplus for Part A is $393 bil-
lion. Whoopee. Part B, the deficit is
$1.36 trillion. The overall subsidy com-
ing from the general fund of the United
States is $643 billion. For us to talk
about lockboxing this, to me, really
does not make sense. I know some
talked about doing this last year, but
the only reason it was brought up was
the concept it would help restrain
spending. When you see the total budg-
et picture, the Medicare surplus is part
of the on-budget surplus. It is in def-
icit. We ought not talk about locking
off something that is not there.

I urge my colleagues to reject the
Conrad second-degree amendment be-
cause I don’t think it will be enacted.
In my opinion, it is a poison pill. It
pretends there is a sacrosanct Medicare
surplus which does not exist and which
was never walled off. I predict today if
the second-degree amendment is passed
by the Senate, the entire provision will
be removed from the conference report
of this bill. That money is going to be
needed to pay for spending in the budg-
et we now have, particularly if we in-
crease education 62 percent, as some
colleagues would like to do, and we en-
tertain the President’s request for
more money for defense.

On the other hand, if you want to
make sure the money is there to follow
through on what we promised the
American people, if we want to pay
down the debt as we promised—we said
we want to pay down the debt and we
want to restrain spending—if we want
to do that without gimmicks, the pure
Social Security lockbox that will do
that, I request my colleagues support
this amendment.

I am not proposing this today for po-
litical reasons. It is popular. I want to
lockbox Social Security. I want to
lockbox Medicare. The fact is, this is
very serious business. I testified before
Congress in 1985 as president of the Na-
tional League of Cities. At that time,
spending was out of control. What hap-
pened was during the Reagan years—
some of my colleagues might not like
to hear it—we reduced taxes, but at the
same time we reduced taxes which was
supposed to stimulate the economy, at
the same time we increased spending
astronomically. What President
Reagan received was money for the de-
fense initiative, and what the other
colleagues received was money for do-
mestic spending. It was during that pe-
riod of the 1980s where we saw the na-
tional debt skyrocket, and we gobbled
up Social Security.

We need to be fiscally responsible.
The way to do that is lockbox Social
Security so it can be used for deficit re-
duction; lockbox it so it can not be
used for spending. I think we can leave
here with our head high and it will be
something we may very well need by
the end of this year if things do not
work out as well as we hoped.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
Senator from Ohio and I see the same
problem, but we have a different ap-
proach to solving the problem.

The Senator from Ohio says the So-
cial Security is endangered. I agree. 1
say not only is the Social Security
trust fund endangered but so, too, is
the Medicare trust fund. Despite the
words from the Senator from Ohio,
there really is a Medicare trust fund. It
really is in surplus. We know that.
That is from the reports from this ad-
ministration. Those are what the re-
ports from the Congressional Budget
Office make very clear.

Here is the ‘‘Medicare Budget Out-
look,” from chapter 1, from the CBO,
table 1-7 “Trust Fund Surpluses.”

Under ‘‘Medicare, Hospital Insurance
(Part A),” the trust fund is in surplus
each and every year of the years under
consideration.

Part B, referenced by the Senator
from Ohio, is in rough balance.

What the Senator from Ohio has con-
fused with his charts, is that Part A
has always been funded in one way,
under one formula, and Part B has been
funded under a different formula. Part
A is funded by deductions from pay-
rolls of employees all across the coun-
try. As I indicate, Part A is in surplus.

Part B is funded by premiums paid by
Medicare beneficiaries and by general
fund contributions. That is not in def-
icit as asserted by the Senator from
Ohio. That is incorrect. Long ago, Con-
gress determined Part B would be fund-
ed in part by contributions from the
general fund, in part by premiums. We
decide that level of contribution from
the general fund as a matter of law. We
make that determination. It has noth-
ing to do with the Part B trust fund
being in surplus or deficit. In fact, the
reports of the Office of Management
and Budget and the reports of the Con-
gressional Budget Office show that the
Part B trust fund is in rough balance
because of that funding mechanism. It
is not in deficit. That is an inaccurate
statement. Part A is in surplus. So I
believe the proper policy here is to give
protection to both the Social Security
trust fund and the Medicare trust fund,
not just the Social Security trust fund,
because the truth is Medicare is headed
for insolvency even sooner than Social
Security.

I believe we ought to save the Social
Security surplus and save the Medicare
surplus; we ought to provide protection
to both. It is critically important that
we do so.

The amendment I have offered in the
second degree to the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio protects the Social
Security surpluses in each and every
year, takes the Medicare Part A trust
fund surplus off budget, just as we have
done with Social Security, and gives
Medicare, the same protections as So-
cial Security and contains strong en-
forcement for both. This is an amend-
ment that received 60 votes on the
floor of the Senate last year. Sixty
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Members voted for protecting both So-
cial Security and Medicare. I hope we
will do that again.

To go to the specific comparison of
the two amendments I think would be
useful to our Members.

First, on the question of taking
Medicare off budget, my amendment
does so, to provide the same protection
we have provided to Social Security.
The basic idea is a simple one. Should
we be using Medicare trust fund money
or Social Security trust fund money
for other purposes? Should we be using
that money to fund the other oper-
ations of Government? My answer
would be that at a time of economic
growth we simply should not. We
should not be raiding trust funds, re-
tirement funds, health care funds, to
pay for other functions of Government.
We should not be using Medicare trust
fund money to pay for national de-
fense. We should not be using Medicare
trust fund money or Social Security
trust fund money to pay for education.
We should not be using trust fund
money to pay for tax cuts. We should
not be using trust fund money to pay
for the park system. The fundamental
reason not to is we need that money to
make the funds solvent.

We have the baby boom generation
coming along. If we use that money for
other purposes, it is not available to
pay down debt or to address the long-
term liability in those programs. The
fundamental effect is we dig the hole
deeper before we start refilling it.

My amendment would take the Part
A trust fund off budget and protect it
just as we do Social Security. The
Voinovich amendment does not. He
does not protect Medicare like Social
Security.

The second question is, Does it pro-
tect Medicare surpluses? My amend-
ment, the Conrad amendment, does. It
creates supermajority points of order
against any legislation that would de-
crease the Medicare trust fund or in-
crease trust fund deficits in any fiscal
year. The Voinovich amendment has no
such provision.

On the third question of protecting
Medicare against cuts, yes, on the
Conrad amendment. We exempt Medi-
care trust funds from mandatory se-
questers. We do not think those funds
that are dedicated to Medicare should
be used to cover up the deficit in other
places in the budget. We do not think
Social Security funds should be used
for that purpose. We do not believe
Medicare funds should be used for that
purpose. We have already separately
taxed people for Medicare and Social
Security. They are in surplus. To take
their funds to pay for other functions
of the Federal Government is just
wrong. No private sector entity could
do that. There is not a private sector
entity in America that could raid the
retirement funds of their employees to
pay the operating expenses of the com-
pany. There is not a private sector firm
in America that could take the health
care trust funds of their employees and
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use them to fund the other operations
of the company. That is illegal. It
would be illegal under Federal law if
any private sector organization tried
to do it.

Why don’t we apply the same prin-
ciple to ourselves? Why don’t we say:
Look, trust fund money? That is a dif-
ferent category. It is a different cat-
egory from other spending. If we are
going to do that, we have to treat the
Social Security trust fund and Medi-
care trust fund in the same way. My
amendment does. The amendment of
the Senator from Ohio simply does not.
In fact, the amendment of the Senator
from Ohio would require Medicare to
be cut. Under his sequester, Medicare
could be cut, defense could be cut, any
other part of Federal spending could be
cut; it is undifferentiated. It doesn’t
matter whether it is a trust fund or
other operations of Government; under
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio, they could all be cut.

I do not think that is right. I do not
think it is right to treat the Medicare
trust fund the same way as other Fed-
eral programs when there is a shortfall
in Social Security—to cut Medicare to
make up for it? I don’t think so. I do
not think that is the right principle at
all.

The fourth question: Do we protect
on-budget surpluses? Yes, under the
Conrad amendment we create a super-
majority point of order against the
budget resolution or other legislation
that would cause or increase an on-
budget deficit for any fiscal year; in
other words, taking out Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, treating them as
trust funds. That is what they are sup-
posed to be, that is what they are de-
signed to be, and we ought to treat
them as such. The amendment of the
Senator from Ohio is the same as my
amendment in that regard.

Protecting Social Security? The two
are the same.

On the final question, providing for
cuts in Medicare, education, defense,
and other programs, no, my amend-
ment does not provide new sequesters
beyond existing mandatory and discre-
tionary sequesters under the Budget
Enforcement Act. The amendment of
the Senator from Ohio amends the
Budget Enforcement Act to sequester
spending in any year the estimated on-
budget spending exceeds one-half of 1
percent of total estimated outlays, re-
gardless of what caused the deficit—re-
gardless of what caused it.

Under his proposal, even if it was a
tax cut that caused the shortfall, you
have to go out and cut Medicare; you
have to go out and cut defense; you
have to go out and cut education, even
though it was not a spending increase
that caused the problem. If it was, in-
stead, a shortfall in revenue or if, in-
stead, it was some other provision that
created the problem—a tax cut, for ex-
ample, that caused the shortfall—his
answer is the same in every case: You
cut spending. It doesn’t matter what
the cause of the problem is; you treat
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them all the same. I do not think that
makes sense or stacks up.

Under the amendment my colleague
from Ohio is offering—I call it the Re-
publican broken safe because there is
not a penny reserved for Medicare—you
are protecting Social Security, which
my amendment does as well, but he
does nothing for Medicare. I do not
think that is the way we want to go.

I will go back to my colleague from
New Mexico, who I see is on the floor
now. This was his statement back in
1998:

For every dollar you divert to some other
program you are hastening the day when
Medicare falls into bankruptcy, and you are
making it more and more difficult to solve
the Medicare problem in a permanent man-
ner into the next millennium.

He was exactly right when he made
that statement. That is why I offer this
amendment today, to protect Social
Security and Medicare, to treat them
as trust funds, because that is the way
they were designed, that is the way
they were set up, and that is the way
we ought to treat them.

This chart shows we are already in
trouble. Under the budget that was
passed, with the tax cut that was
passed, with the economic slowdown
that is occurring, in the fiscal year
2001, the year we are in right now, you
can see we started with a $275 billion
forecasted surplus, but $156 billion of
that is Social Security money and $28
billion is Medicare trust fund money.
When you take those out, you have $92
billion left. Then you take out the tax
bill. That is $74 billion. If you take out
what is in the budget resolution that
passed both the Senate and the House,
that is another $10 billion out of this
year—most of it in the bill that is be-
fore us right now, the supplemental ap-
propriations bill. Then when you look
at the interest associated with the first
two, we are down to a margin of only $6
billion this year.

Now we have been told by the admin-
istration we can anticipate—to be fair,
this is Mr. Lindsey, Larry Lindsey, the
President’s Chief Economic Adviser,
who did a back-of-the-envelope calcula-
tion and said when we adjust the num-
ber that he used for the different base-
lines, we would lose another $20 billion
this year because of the economic
downturn. That puts us in the hole this
year by $17 billion. That puts us into
the Medicare trust fund by $17 billion.

That is before any appropriations bill
has passed. No appropriations bill has
passed. There is no spending beyond
what is in the budget, and we are al-
ready in trouble. And for next year you
can see the same pattern, but it is
more serious in that we are using all of
the Medicare trust fund next year, plus
we are even using some of the Social
Security trust fund—only $4 billion
but, nonetheless, the numbers show
that with the economic slowdown this
year, we can anticipate lower receipts
next year. If you look at all of the
numbers and you look at how much of
the money is in the trust funds, you
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find that we have a problem this year
and next year.

If we go even further and look at the
next 10 years, what we see is that we
have problems in the Medicare trust
fund in the first 4 years. Every year we
are into the Medicare trust fund just
based on the budget that has passed,
based on the tax cut that has passed,
based on the economic downturn we see
so far. And that is before we consider
the President’s request for billions
more for national defense. We are in
trouble already. We are into the trust
funds already before we consider the
President’s defense requests, before we
consider any new money for education.

Remember, we just passed an author-
ization bill with over $300 billion of
new money for education. This is be-
fore we have any money for natural
disasters. And we typically have $5 to
$6 billion for natural disasters every
year. This is before the tax extenders
are passed. Those are popular provi-
sions. The research and development
tax credit—does anybody believe we
are not going to extend the research
and develop tax credit? Does anybody
believe we are not going to extend the
wind and solar tax credits? If we do, it
is not in the budget. And it just makes
the problem more severe.

I say to my colleagues, we are into
the trust funds before any of these ad-
ditional measures, before the Presi-
dent’s defense requests, before any new
money for education, before money for
natural disasters, before the tax ex-
tenders are provided for, before the al-
ternative minimum tax problem is
fixed. And I am not talking about a
total fix to the alternative minimum
tax; I am just talking about a fix to the
problem created by this tax bill that
has been passed. Just fixing that mat-
ter is a $200 billion cost. This is before
any further economic revisions. And we
have been alerted by the Congressional
Budget Office to expect a further down-
ward revision to the long-term forecast
because of the weakening economy.

Colleagues, what could be more
clear? We have a responsibility to deal
not just with the short term but with
the long term as well.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a unanimous consent agreement?

Mr. CONRAD. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, these unan-
imous consent requests have been
cleared by both leaders and both man-
agers of the bill that is now before us.

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that there be 90 minutes for
debate equally divided between Sen-
ators VOINOVICH and CONRAD—and this
would go back to the time when they
started their debate earlier today,
which there is probably——

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object.

Mr. REID. Pardon me.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am reserving the
right to object.

Mr. REID. If I could complete the re-
quest—on the subject of both the
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Voinovich amendment No. 8656 and the
Conrad amendment No. 866, that at 2:15
p.m. there be 2 minutes for debate
equally divided between Senators
VOINOVICH and CONRAD prior to a vote
in relation to the Conrad amendment;
that following the disposition of his
amendment—that is, the Conrad
amendment—there be 6 minutes equal-
ly divided between Senators VOINOVICH
and CONRAD followed by a vote in rela-
tion to the Voinovich amendment, as
amended, if amended.

I want to make sure it is clear, all
time already consumed by Senator
VOINOVICH and Senator CONRAD be
charged against the 90 minutes. I also
say, to alleviate any questions anyone
might have, there will be points of
order raised against both
amendment=+s.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). Is there objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object, and I will not object—maybe
I didn’t hear it—did you reserve some
time for the Senator from New Mexico
to speak?

Mr. REID. Senator VOINOVICH has
some time. I assume that is where your
time will come from, because we are al-
ready working under a time agreement
that was entered into yesterday.

How much time remains for Senator
VOINOVICH?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
four minutes.

Under the unanimous consent re-
quest, there would be 21 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. REID. Twenty-one minutes.

I ask Senator VOINOVICH, would you
yield some of that time to the ranking
member of the Budget Committee?

Mr. VOINOVICH. I would be more than
happy to.

Mr. DOMENICI. You said you would?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Yes. Absolutely.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will not use over 10
minutes, I say to the Senator. It would
be 7 to 10 minutes.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Fine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Thank you.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that with respect to the Feingold
amendment No. 863, there be 30 min-
utes for debate divided as follows prior
to a vote in relation to the amend-
ment: 20 minutes under the control of
Senator FEINGOLD, 10 minutes equally
divided between the chairman and
ranking member, with no second-de-
gree amendments in order prior to the
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Further, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that with re-
spect to the Hollings amendment No.
873, there be 40 minutes for debate di-
vided as follows prior to a vote in rela-
tion to the amendment: 20 minutes
under the control of the Senator from
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South Carolina, Mr. HOLLINGS; 20 min-
utes equally divided between the chair-
man and ranking member of the Appro-
priations Committee, with no second-
degree amendments in order prior to
the vote; further, that this debate com-
mence upon the conclusion of the de-
bate on the lockbox amendments this
morning—that is, the Voinovich and
Conrad amendments—and that, fur-
ther, a vote in relation to the Hollings
amendment occur upon disposition of
the Voinovich amendment, as amend-
ed, if amended, with 4 minutes for de-
bate equally divided prior to the vote.
And to clarify, the chairman and the
ranking member of the Appropriations
Committee or their designees would
control the 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to this unanimous consent

request?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, let me,

through you, to my friend from North
Dakota, express my appreciation for
his courtesy in yielding the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
just pick up where I left off and point
out that while we are in a period of
surpluses now with respect to Medicare
and Social Security, we all know what
is to come. The Congressional Budget
Office has alerted us. The Comptroller
General of the United States has alert-
ed us. The Social Security Administra-
tion has alerted us. Medicare has alert-
ed us. And they all have told us the
same thing: That when we get past this
decade—in the next decade when the
baby boomers start to retire—these
surpluses turn to massive deficits.
That is what happens. The cash deficits
begin in the year 2016, and then they
grow geometrically as more and more
baby boomers retire.

That should warn us, that should
alert us that we should not be using
the trust funds for other purposes. We
should not be using the Medicare and
Social Security trust funds to fund
other operations of Government. Yet
we are poised to do that this year. We
are poised to do it to an even greater
degree next year. And we are poised to
do it for the next decade even in a time
of strong economic growth.

Let’s think about that. Let’s think
about it soberly. The administration is
not forecasting an economic slowdown
next year or the years thereafter; they
are forecasting strong economic
growth. In that context, the numbers
reveal we will be using trust fund mon-
ies to fund the other operations of the
Federal Government. I do not think
that is right.

Mr. Novak said, in a column yester-
day, that I am—what did he say?—an
antique fiscal conservative.

Whatever name one applies to it
doesn’t make much difference to me. It
doesn’t have anything to do with an-
tique. It has to do with common sense.
You don’t take trust fund money to
pay for other programs when you know
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what is to come, and there is no one in
this Chamber who doesn’t know what is
to come. We know we are facing a de-
mographic tidal wave unlike anything
we have ever seen in our Nation’s his-
tory. We are going to go from a time of
surpluses in these trust funds to defi-
cits.

One of the ways to deal with it is not
to use the money in the trust funds for
other purposes. That is the heart and
soul of my amendment. We ought to
pass it.

Does that mean you are forced to
have a tax cut in a time of economic
slowdown? No, absolutely not. We have
an economic slowdown now. I proposed
$60 billion of tax cuts, of fiscal stim-
ulus this year. That was part of the
proposal I put before my colleagues—
far more fiscal stimulus than the Presi-
dent proposed. That isn’t the correct
suggestion, that somehow we would
force tax increases or spending cuts at
a time of an economic slowdown.

They are not forecasting an economic
slowdown for this year or next year or
the year thereafter. They are fore-
casting strong economic growth. We
see from the numbers that their plan
has put us into the trust funds of Medi-
care and Social Security even at a time
of economic growth. That doesn’t make
sense to this Senator. I don’t think it
makes any sense at all.

My colleague on the other side put up
a chart suggesting that spending is out
of control, that that is the problem. I
have to give the other side of the story.
That may be the popular view, but it
doesn’t match the facts.

This chart shows Federal spending as
a share of the economy has gone down
each and every year for the last 9
years. There hasn’t been some big
spending splurge. He talks about one
part of Federal spending. That is the
chart he had. The chart he had was not
all Federal spending. No, the chart he
had was one part of Federal spending
that has shown significant increases.
He didn’t tell Members that he was
showing a chart that has just one-third
of Federal spending. He didn’t say that.
He made people believe that was all of
Federal spending on that chart. He
knows and I know that is not the case.

He knows and I know that the proper
way to compare Federal spending is as
a share of our gross domestic product
because that takes out the effects of
inflation. That is the way to make the
best comparison.

What do we see when we do that? We
see that Federal spending in 1992 was 22
percent of gross domestic product. Fed-
eral spending in this year, 2001, is going
to be 18 percent of gross domestic prod-
uct. There has not been some big
spending explosion. That is not an ac-
curate characterization to the Amer-
ican people.

The fact is, the share of money out of
national income going to the Federal
Government has gone down dramati-
cally, from 22 percent of gross domestic
product to 18 percent of gross domestic
product today. That is about a 20-per-
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cent reduction, not some big spending
binge. That has been a reduction in the
share of national income going to the
Federal Government for spending. That
is a fact.

Under the budget we passed, spending
is not going up as a share of gross do-
mestic product or as a share of our na-
tional income; Federal spending is
going to continue to decline. It is going
to go down to 16 percent of gross do-
mestic product. That will be the lowest
level since 1951.

Facts are stubborn things. The fact
is, we do not have runaway Federal
spending. We have Federal spending
going down and going down sharply as
a share of our national income, which
every economist asserts is the appro-
priate way to measure so that we take
out the effects of inflation and show
real trends, what is really happening.

This is what has happened to Federal
spending. Right now it is at the lowest
level since 1966 on a fair comparison
basis, measured as a share of gross do-
mestic product. We can see we did have
sharp increases back in the 1980s. That
is true. He was correct on that. But
since then we can see Federal spending
as a share of GDP has gone down and
gone down sharply, gone down to the
lowest level since 1966. We are poised,
with the budget under which we are op-
erating, to go down to the level last
seen in 1951.

This is an important subject. We do
have a growing problem of dipping into
the trust funds to finance the other op-
erations of Government, even in a time
of economic growth. It is economic
growth that is forecasted next year.
Those are all the numbers that are
being used to make these analyses. The
problem is significant and growing.

I urge my colleagues to take a stand
and vote to protect not only the Social
Security trust fund but the Medicare
trust fund as well. That is common
sense.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 17 minutes
remaining. The Senator from Ohio has
21 minutes remaining.

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I yield 10 minutes
to the Senator from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
not here in the Chamber to discuss the
economics of the next 4, 5, 6, 10 years,
nor am I here to conduct an argument
with the Budget chairman with ref-
erence to the status of the economy,
what we are getting versus what we
projected. In due course, we will get
some projections that are authentic
and we will be down here to talk about
the shortfall, which perhaps is a short-
fall in revenue, but we have nothing of-
ficial. We have a statement out of the
White House. There is a formula that
could be applied if the economy comes
down by x amount or the tax take
could be reduced by a certain amount.
My good friend Senator CONRAD is
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building a proposed set of hearings
around that. I look forward to them.

For now, let me say the biggest thing
that has happened with reference to
the surplus is, No. 1, the Congress, led
by the Senate, decided to increase the
stimulus this year in this remaining
part of the budget cycle. We decided in
conference and then voted, with very
large votes, that $72 billion would be
given back to the American people dur-
ing the remainder of this year. That is
a very large sum. It is the most pru-
dent thing we could have done.

Looking back, I am very glad we did
it. The only thing we have going gov-
ernmentally that might help this econ-
omy is to get some of these tax dollars
back into the hands of taxpayers to see
if it will build on their confidence as
consumers or if they will use it to pur-
chase items that are currently under
the rubric of heavy inventories that
are driving the economy down.

No. 1, the only big thing we have
done is put in place a tax cut of around
$72 billion in the first year, this year,
and about $30 billion plus next year. To
the extent that that reduced the sur-
plus, I guess one would have to ask:
Should we now undo that tax measure?

I understand somebody is going to
propose as an amendment that we re-
duce the tax cuts. I don’t know if it is
in the first year or what, but the Sen-
ate followed our good friend, Senator
HOLLINGS, here in the Chamber while
we were doing the budget resolution
and said we should do more in the first
and second years, and essentially the
conference on the tax bill gave in to
the proposals coming forth from this
body.

The second thing that has happened
is even though the Congressional Budg-
et Office had dramatically reduced the
expectation of growth, they went from
about a 5.1 growth to an estimate for
the relevant year of 2.5 percent, so we
were operating on a rather conserv-
ative set of economics, but what has
happened is a shortfall in the American
economy, or the downturn, which has
gone on pretty long—much longer than
many expected—is apparently going to
cause some diminution, some lessening
of the taxes coming into the coffers
than was expected. We don’t have the
exact information from how or from
whence.

So we have a tax cut that is our best
hope of bringing this economy back
and causing this downturn to be min-
imum, at its minimal duration, and to
start back up as early as possible. I did
not promote that tax package with
enough enthusiasm about it being
needed for the economy because I
didn’t believe we had the shortfall
coming and it would last this long. I
spoke of that tax cut to make Govern-
ment smaller and leave money in the
hands of the people. Other people
thought it was an antirecessionary
measure, and I am grateful they did it
because it turns out to be right.

The $70 billion this year and the $30
billion-plus next year are probably as
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close to what the economic doctor
would have prescribed to us if he were
looking at the veins of our economy
and saying we better make some of
them a little more robust. So that hap-
pened. The economic estimate went
from 5.5 plus to 2.5 by the CBO. Appar-
ently, it is coming down beyond that,
but for how long and how much, I don’t
know. We will be getting our numbers
together and we can have a very inter-
esting debate. What do we do if, in fact,
this recession, this downward trend,
lasts a little longer than expected?
What do we do with reference to the
shortfall in revenues? Do we increase
taxes? Of course not. Do we just cut ev-
erything in the Federal programs 10
percent or 8 percent? Of course not. We
won’t do that.

Today, we have an amendment by the
new chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee that, I regret to say, I cannot
support. I don’t think it is the right
thing to do. First of all, this amend-
ment is the same amendment that was
offered in the Senate and defeated by
the Senate on the Bankruptcy Act. The
amendment the distinguished chair-
man is offering now, he offered then.
Approval of it was denied by the Sen-
ate.

The second thing is, if we look at the
entire Medicare Program instead of
just Part A, we will see that Medicare
is already running a deficit of $58 bil-
lion in 2002 and nearly a trillion dollars
over 10. For what does that cry out? It
cries out for reform of the Medicare
system, and it cries out loudly for a
different delivery system and prescrip-
tion drugs.

Incidentally, there is $300 billion sit-
ting in this budget to be used for pre-
scription drugs if and when we get a
bill. But we have said all of the moneys
that are part of Medicare should be
used to reform this, and certainly
Medicare money should be used as part
of a reform measure, including pre-
scription drugs.

The second point is that it was voted
down in the Senate on a point of order.
This splits Medicare in half. For the
first time, we had half of Medicare off
budget, half of Medicare on budget.
That doesn’t mean anything to anyone
out there. But it is just totally the
wrong way to help solve the long-term
problem in Medicare. Doesn’t everyone
in this Chamber hope that as part of
prescription drugs we actually reform
Medicare so that it can deliver more
for less? It is a 25- or 30-year-old re-
gime, in terms of what is paid for and
deducted and all of those things. Those
should be made modern in the reform
package.

This amendment won’t permit that
because it says the portion of the trust
fund that is for Medicare Part A is
totally off budget, but Part B is on
budget.

From my standpoint, we are going to
just encourage more gimmicks when
we do this kind of thing. We are all
aware that the surpluses were gen-
erated because we shifted home health
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services from Part A to Part B in 1997—
a charade of sorts because that was a
way of saying Medicare looks better—
but at the same time we took one of
the biggest components of their respon-
sibility away from them. Anybody can
do better on money if they have five
mortgages and somebody says: Well,
don’t count three of them; we will put
them somewhere else and you can run
around and say all you owe are two
mortgages and the other three are sit-
ting over there somewhere and you are
not going to do anything about them.

I believe the most important thing
we can do—and everybody has prior-
ities—the most important thing we can
do this year—and I think the President
is taking the first step tomorrow—is to
get started on Medicare reform. My
concept would be that the money in
Medicare, Part A and Part B—and the
$300 billion in this budget for addi-
tional prescription drugs—we package
all that and pass a Medicare bill this
year. I think that is the right thing to
do.

I could talk a lot longer about trust
funds and how they relate to the budg-
et of the United States. But, for today,
I believe the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, or the ranking
member, whose bill is on the floor, will
make a point of order. The distin-
guished majority whip has said a point
of order will be made. I think it will be
made in each case by a different Sen-
ator, one from each side of the aisle.
This violates the Budget Act and there-
fore a point of order lies against it. I
don’t think anybody who votes for that
is going to make it stick that they are
against Medicare.

As a matter of fact, one might make
the argument that if the Conrad
amendment is adopted and made law,
which is a long way from now, you
might make it harder to get reform in
prescription drugs because you will be
working off some arbitrary lines that
took part of it off budget and left part
on budget. So we need reform, not just
shuffling money around.

I look forward to many days of dis-
cussions with my friend, the new chair-
man. I look forward with enthusiasm
to discussing what is happening to the
American economy. What should we do
since the 1ull is a little longer? I think
we ought to start talking about that.

I yield the floor and thank the Sen-
ator from Ohio for yielding time to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has 10 minutes remain-
ing. The Senator from North Dakota
has just over 17 minutes.

The Senator from North Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we al-
ways welcome the sage observations of
the former chairman of the Budget
Committee and, probably not surpris-
ingly, we disagree. There is nothing in
my amendment that precludes reform
of Medicare. I not only serve on the
Budget Committee, I serve on the Fi-
nance Committee. I have been part of
every reform effort on Medicare that
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has occurred. So I am in favor of Medi-
care reform, and there is nothing in my
amendment that prevents further
Medicare reform.

In fact, I believe this amendment is
part of Medicare reform because it rec-
ognizes that the trust funds of Social
Security and Medicare both deserve
protection. That is the reality. That is
what is at the heart of this discussion
and debate today.

Make no mistake, this talk about
Medicare being in deficit is just erro-
neous. Let’s review the Congressional
Budget Office report.

Here is Medicare. Under the table
that is headlined ‘‘Trust Fund Sur-
pluses,”” Medicare Part A, which is fi-
nanced out of payroll deductions, is in
surplus each and every year of the 10
years of the forecast period.

Medicare Part B is in rough balance
over the 10 years. In some years, it is
down $1 billion and then it is in surplus
by $3 billion, $2 billion, $2 billion. The
fact is Part B is in rough balance over
the 10 years.

The Senator says it is a deficit. It is
not a deficit. It is a funding mechanism
we decided on in Congress for Medicare
Part B. Part of the money comes from
premiums. Part of the money comes
from the general fund. It is not in def-
icit.

The report of the Congressional
Budget Office shows very clearly it is
in rough balance. Part A is in clear
surplus.

If you allow the money that is in sur-
plus in the trust funds of Medicare to
be used for other purposes, which we
are now poised to do because of an un-
wise fiscal policy that has been put in
place, guess what happens.

What does that mean? I do not think
we want to force the Medicare trust
fund to go broke faster. It does not
make sense to me.

The Senator from Michigan is seek-
ing time. I yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I thank our Budget
Committee chairman for his leadership
on this issue. I am proud to be cospon-
soring the amendment he has offered to
protect Medicare and Social Security.

I ask unanimous consent to add my
name as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, this
is a very simple, straightforward de-
bate: Are we going to protect Social
Security and Medicare trust funds for
their intended purpose, or are we going
to allow them to be used for other pur-
poses?

My friend from Ohio speaks about
Social Security trust funds, and I share
his concern about protecting them, but
that is not enough without including
Medicare. I find it so interesting that
in the Budget Committee we have
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heard testimony from the Secretary of
the Treasury about protecting Social
Security, and we have heard from the
OMB Director about protecting Social
Security, but nowhere do they talk
about protecting Medicare.

Then we turn around and review over
30 years of reports regarding the Medi-
care trust fund, the solvency of the
Medicare Part A trust fund. For over 30
years, we have acted as if there is a
Medicare trust fund.

Now we are being told magically this
year, with the new administration,
that there is no trust fund. I find that
quite amazing. In fact, there is a Medi-
care Part A trust fund. It is in surplus.
It goes for important health care pur-
poses. Just ask our hospitals. It is im-
portant we protect those dollars for
those who receive health care through
Medicare.

I also find quite interesting the logic
that if, in fact, there is not a Medicare
trust fund, there is no surplus; then
rather than putting money into Medi-
care in order to strengthen it, we
should spend it for other items. That is
basically what we are hearing; that it
is all right to spend Medicare for some-
thing other than health care for sen-
iors and the disabled because somehow,
through accounting mechanisms, we
decided there is no trust fund.

The Conrad amendment, which is so
fundamental and so important to the
people of our country, simply says we
will not spend Social Security and
Medicare trust funds for something
other than the intended purpose. This
is absolutely critical. Those of us who
stood in this Chamber and expressed
concern about the budget resolution,
expressed concern that, in fact, Medi-
care and Social Security would be used
to pay for the tax cut that passed, to
pay for other spending, the reason Sen-
ator EVAN BAYH, Senator OLYMPIA
SNOWE, I, and others offered something
called a budget trigger during that de-
bate was simply to say we did not want
to be in this situation and that phase-
in of the tax cuts would be suspended if
we were dipping into Medicare and So-
cial Security.

That received 49 votes, not quite
enough for adoption. We now move on
throughout the year, and we find our-
selves, as our Budget chairman has in-
dicated, poised to spend Medicare
health care dollars for other purposes,
not in the future but this year and
every year until 2010.

The Conrad amendment simply says
we will not do that; we will protect the
sacred promise of Social Security and
Medicare; we will not spend Social Se-
curity or Medicare for other than the
intended purpose.

This is what we ought to make sure
we put into place and protect for the
future, for those who are counting on
us, who are paying into Medicare as
well as Social Security and are count-
ing on us to make sure that health care
is available to them when they need it.

I believe Medicare and Social Secu-
rity are great American success stories
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and we ought to do everything in our
power to guarantee that both of those
trust funds are strengthened and pro-
tected, not weakened. The Conrad
lockbox amendment protects those
promises and those trust funds for the
future, and I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to strongly sup-
port the Conrad amendment.

I yield back any time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio controls 9 minutes 40
seconds. The Senator from North Da-
kota controls exactly 9 minutes.

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. How much time
does the Senator from North Dakota
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes forty seconds.

Mr. VOINOVICH. How much time do
I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes forty seconds, and the Senator
from North Dakota controls 9 minutes
exactly.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
will make a couple of remarks and let
the Senator from North Dakota finish
up on his time, and then I want to give
Senator GRAMM of Texas the last part
of my time, if that is acceptable to the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio may proceed.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, we
have a saying in Ohio, especially north
of Route 40, that you cannot make a
silk purse out of a sow’s ear. We are
talking about a Medicare Part A sur-
plus, and to not also recognize that we
have a Part B Medicare responsibility
and argue that we have a surplus when
the figures show that when we put A
and B together they are in deficit some
$52 billion—there is no such thing as a
Medicare surplus, if you are looking at
Medicare as it really is, and that is
Part A and Part B.

In this budget, we are going to have
about $36 billion more than what we
expected in Part A, but on Part B—
that is the out of hospital—we are
going to be in deficit some $88 billion.
When we put the two of them together,
we are in deficit $562 billion.

How can one talk about a Medicare
surplus when we are in debt $52 billion?
If we take the next 10 years, we are
going to take in $393 billion more in
Part A, but in Part B we are going to
have to subsidize $1.36 trillion, and it
all works out to be a deficit of $643 bil-
lion.

The point I am making is this: There
is no Medicare surplus; it is a fiction. If
we are to go along with the amendment
of the Senator from North Dakota, in
fact, what is going to happen is it will
be used to pay down debt, and we will
not have it to reform Medicare, which
we need to do. We will not have it to
pay for the prescription drug benefits
that the American people are demand-
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ing we provide, and hopefully we are
going to do something about it this
year. I urge my colleagues to vote
against that amendment and to sup-
port the real pure lockbox of Social Se-
curity that I suggest today.

I point out to the Senator from North
Dakota that the sequester does not
take Medicare or Social Security. It
exempts those under the Budget Act of
1985 so you don’t have to worry, if the
sequester goes into force, taking any-
thing—Social Security, Medicare, and
some of the other things to which the
Senator made reference. It is written
in my amendment and references the
1985 budget agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, my
staff says the Senator is incorrect
when he says his amendment protects
Medicare from the sequester, protects
Social Security. They assert after ex-
amining the amendment that it does
not protect Medicare from a sequester.

More importantly is the question of
whether there is a trust fund surplus. I
ask the Senator from Ohio, does he dis-
pute the report of the Congressional
Budget Office? The report of the Con-
gressional Budget Office is as clear as
it can be on page 19. I refer the Senator
to “Trust Fund Surpluses.”

Here is Social Security. We all know
it is in surplus. Medicare, hospital in-
surance, Part A, is in surplus every sin-
gle year. Part B is in rough balance
over the 10 years.

The Senator from Ohio has confused
the funding mechanism for Part B. The
funding mechanism is part of the cost,
for Part B is premiums paid by those
who are Medicare eligible and the
other part is a general fund contribu-
tion. It is not in deficit. It is a choice
made by Congress as to how to fund
Part A, which are payroll deductions.
That is how it is funded. It is in sur-
plus. Part B is funded by premiums for
part of the costs and by general fund
contributions for the other part. It is
not in deficit. It is a funding decision
made by the Congress. Part A is in sur-
plus; Part B is in rough balance.

To suggest there is no surplus, I ask
the Senator, what is his conclusion,
this money doesn’t exist? There is no
surplus in Part A year by year? I don’t
think so. It is as clear as it can be.

If one says there is no surplus and
make it a jump ball, make this money
available for other purposes, that is
what will happen around here. That is
the implication of the Senator’s posi-
tion. I don’t think that is a wise posi-
tion. I don’t think it is a prudent posi-
tion. It is certainly not a conservative
position. It is a position that says we
can use this money for any purpose; it
doesn’t matter. It doesn’t matter that
we have a trust fund. It doesn’t matter
that these moneys are supposed to be
protected. We will use them any place.

That is exactly what got us back into
trouble in the 1980s. We raided every
trust fund in sight and put this in the
deficit ditch and exploded the deficits
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and exploded the debt. I don’t want any
part of repeating that process.

I yield the floor.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I yield time to the
Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
mains 6 minutes 24 seconds controlled
by the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator
from Ohio. There is only one person in
this Congress who has done anything to
control spending thus far, and his name
is GEORGE VOINOVICH of Ohio. He got 35
Members of the Senate to sign a letter
urging the President to veto spending
bills that were over budget, that
threatened the viability of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and threatened the
surplus. I congratulate him on that. He
has proposed a mechanism to be sure
we do not spend the Social Security
surplus.

First of all, let me make it clear
there is not a Medicare surplus. If ever
there has been a fraud, this is it. It is
true that one part of Medicare has a
surplus of $29 billion. But it is also true
that the other part of Medicare has a
deficit of $73 billion, so Medicare in
terms of taking general revenue, losing
money, is running a deficit of $44 bil-
lion.

Even the surplus in Part A is the
product of a gimmick from the Clinton
administration where we took the fast-
est growing part of Part A, home
health care, and ‘‘saved’ $174 billion by
paying for it out of Part B rather than
Part A.

I am tempted to vote for the Senator
from North Dakota’s amendment be-
cause it makes it harder to spend
money. I rejoice in that. But don’t act
as if there is a real surplus in Medicare
and it is equivalent to the genuine sur-
plus which exists in Social Security.

There is an additional problem in
that the Senator from Ohio has a se-
quester to enforce the protection of the
Social Security surplus which does not
exist under the amendment of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Let me outline what this is about.
This is not about solvency of Medicare.
It is not about solvency of Social Secu-
rity. There are not real trust funds for
either. Both of these programs have
phony IOUs that the Federal Govern-
ment prints, but it is a debt of the Fed-
eral Government to the Federal Gov-
ernment. It is like writing yourself an
IOU and putting it in your left pocket
and saying: I am richer by that
amount. The problem is you have to
take money out of the right pocket to
pay for it.

We are not using either one of these
surpluses to provide for these programs
in the future. If the money were being
invested in the name of the people who
are paying these taxes and those in-
vestments could be sold in the future
to pay benefits, this would be a real de-
bate about protecting Social Security
and protecting Medicare.

I am very interested in this debate
because it is about protecting freedom.
It is about stopping a runaway spend-
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ing machine. In the last 6 months of
the Clinton administration, we in-
creased spending by $561 billion over
the next 10 years, in a 6-month period.
There has never been anything com-
parable to that in American history.
There is still a mentality in this Sen-
ate that we can afford to do everything
anybody wants to do. In fact, in the
supplemental appropriations bill before
the Senate, we have half a dozen
amendments that simply add more
spending for little pork barrel projects
and for great big programs, for impor-
tant items such as defense, for unim-
portant items such as somebody’s pet
project. But the point is, we are still
spending money as if it is water.

I am for both these amendments be-
cause they both make it harder to
spend money. I would have to say that
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee has a power that no
other Member of the Senate has be-
cause under the budget resolution he
unilaterally controls $423.8 Dbillion
worth of reserve funds, and simply by
saying ‘‘no,”” that money cannot be
spent. No one is in a better position
than the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee to deal with the cri-
sis that he has talked about.

When Senator DOMENICI was chair-
man, we had a surplus. We were not
spending any of the so-called surplus in
Medicare. We were not spending a
penny of the Social Security surplus.
We had general surplus in the rest of
the budget. Now that the Senator from
North Dakota has taken control and
apparently things have almost sponta-
neously gone to hell, it seems to me he
has a lot of explaining to do. I look for-
ward to hearing it.

But the bottom line is, we have a
proposal before us that sets up a proc-
ess to make it much harder to spend
the Social Security surplus. Then, if we
spend it, it has an enforcement mecha-
nism through a sequester. Every Mem-
ber of the Senate that means it when
they say anything about Social Secu-
rity ought to vote for the amendment
of the distinguished Senator from Ohio.

In my opinion, the case for the
amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota is a much weaker case. There is
not a Medicare surplus. There is a sur-
plus in one part of it, there is a deficit
in the other, and we created the sur-
plus by taking the fastest growing part
out of it during the Clinton adminis-
tration and putting it into Part B. So
the whole thing is kind of a fabrica-
tion. On the other hand, if we actually
did not allow this surplus to be—
quote—spent, it would be harder to
spend money. But there is another par-
adox, and that is you could not even
spend it for Medicare.

So whatever you do on the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Da-
kota, I urge you to support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time
controlled by the Senator from Ohio
has expired. The Senator from North
Dakota has 5%2 minutes remaining.
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The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
Senator from Texas is wrong about the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio.

I just say this. Some of what the Sen-
ator from Texas says I agree with. I
really do think we have a circumstance
that requires us to think very carefully
about how we are going to deal with re-
quests for additional spending, requests
for additional tax reductions, because,
as I calculate it, the cupboard is bare.
We are already into the trust funds or
are poised to be if the items in the
budget resolution are enacted. We are
into the trust funds, just based on the
tax cut that has passed, based on the
budget resolution that has passed, and
based on reductions in revenue because
of the economic slowdown.

Tongue in cheek, the Senator from
Texas suggests it is my ascension to
chairman of the Budget Committee
that has somehow led to these events.
I can assure the Senator from Texas
that it was not my becoming chairman
of the Budget Committee that led to
the economic slowdown, and it was not
my ascension to the Budget Committee
chairmanship that led to the passage of
the budget resolution. I opposed it. It
wasn’t my position as Budget Com-
mittee chairman that led to the pas-
sage of the tax bill. I opposed it be-
cause I predicted then we would face
the circumstance I believe we face now.
That is, we have just done too much
and the result is we have a problem.

I am not for raising taxes at a time
of economic slowdown. I am not for
cutting spending at a time of economic
slowdown because that would counter
fiscal stimulus, and we need fiscal
stimulus. But looking ahead to times
when the administration projects
strong economic growth, it does not
seem wise to me that we use the trust
funds of Social Security and Medicare
for other purposes. That just does not
seem to be a wise thing to do. My
amendment would prevent us from
doing it.

It would not absolutely prevent us
because you could get around it with 60
votes. That is always true here. The
Senator from Texas talks about the
power that I have. The power I have is
actually rather limited. The power I
have is to release reserve funds that
are in the budget, but any action I take
can be overcome by 60 votes in the Sen-
ate.

I have sent the very clear signal to
the Secretary of Defense and the ad-
ministration with respect to their re-
quest for additional spending for de-
fense. By the way, I believe we need
more money for defense. But, given our
fiscal situation, the question becomes,
Will it be taken out of the trust funds
of Medicare and Social Security, or
will it be paid for by spending cuts
elsewhere, or will it be paid for by addi-
tional revenue? I do not believe it
should come out of the trust funds of
Medicare and Social Security. I think
that is wrong. I think that is a mis-
take.
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I think the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Ohio is deficient. No matter
what the cause of the shortfall is, he
has only one answer. His answer is: Cut
spending everywhere else, other than
Social Security. I do not think that is
the right answer. I think everything
has to be on the table, revenue and
spending cuts, especially if the problem
is caused by tax cuts that were too big.

No matter what the cause, whether it
is economic downturn, whether it is a
tax cut that was too big, he has only
one answer: Cut all spending other
than Social Security. I do not think
that is a balanced response. I do not
think that is a balanced response.

Let me go again to the question of
spending. I ask the Chair how much
time is remaining on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CARNAHAN). The Senator has 55 sec-
onds.

Mr. CONRAD. Again, the Senator
from Texas talked about spending
being out of control. I just beg to dif-
fer. I do not think that is what the
record shows. As a share of GDP, Fed-
eral spending has gone down each and
every year for the last 9 years, from 22
percent of GDP to 18 percent this year.
Under the budget resolution that
passed, Federal spending as a share of
gross domestic product is going to con-
tinue to decline, from 18 percent of
GDP down to 16.3 percent, the lowest
level of GDP since 1951. Discretionary
spending, domestic discretionary
spending is going to be at the lowest
level in our history.

So, please, let’s not be telling the
American people there is some big
spending binge that has been going on
here and put up a chart such as the one
the Senator from Ohio has up there
that has just one part of Federal spend-
ing.

AMENDMENT NO. 873

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Under the
previous order, the Senate will now de-
bate the amendment of the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair. Madam President, I
want to yield to the distinguished
ranking member of our Finance Com-
mittee because he has a conflict. We
want to try to accommodate that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. I will not consume all the time
that has been allocated to our side. I
will not be here to allocate other time,
so anybody who wants to speak in op-
position to the Hollings amendment is
free to yield themselves what time I
might have remaining.

Even though Senator HOLLINGS has
not discussed his amendment—he is
going to do that very shortly—I have
strong opposition to his amendment
because his amendment would repeal
the retroactive marginal rate cuts en-
acted on June 7, this year, barely 1
month ago. My opposition to the
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amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina is based both
on procedural and substantive grounds.
First, procedural problems with the
amendment: It is a tax amendment. As
a tax amendment, it obviously falls
within the jurisdiction of the Finance
Committee. The bill before the Senate
is an appropriations bill, not a finance
bill. As the senior Finance Committee
Republican, I must oppose this tax
amendment on an appropriations bill.

Furthermore, if Senator HOLLINGS
were to prevail, this appropriations bill
would become a Senate-originated rev-
enue bill and, as such, it would be blue-
slipped when sent to the other body. In
other words, this amendment, if added
to the underlying supplemental appro-
priations bill, would kill the appropria-
tions bill we are now considering, a bill
that is so badly needed.

As bad as this amendment is proce-
durally, it is even worse substantively.
This amendment would repeal all the
retroactive marginal rate reductions in
a recently passed tax bill. Those tax
rate cuts are based principally on the
new 10-percent bracket for the first
$6,000 of income for single taxpayers
and $12,000 of income for married tax-
payers. The retroactive, new tax per-
cent bracket is the basis, then, for the
advanced refund checks of $300 for sin-
gle people and $600 for married couples
that will soon by mailed out by the
Treasury Department starting July 23.
So the Hollings amendment, then,
would stop these checks dead in their
tracks. A vote for the Hollings amend-
ment is a way to say no to American
taxpayers who now expect to receive
the refund checks.

These checks and the other retro-
active rate cuts are, of course, a stim-
ulus in the tax legislation that we just
enacted. Just when the economy is
slowing down and when the economy,
then, is in need of a stimulus, the Hol-
lings amendment would pull the rug
out from under our attempt to stimu-
late it. Frankly, I cannot think of a
proposal more damaging to the poten-
tial return to economic growth than
the amendment on which we will soon
vote.

Soon, in a separate speech, I am
going to discuss in some depth the tax
legislation just enacted. Let me point
out one important fact for one to chew
on in the meantime. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, Federal
taxes are at an all-time high of 20.6
percent of the economy. That is higher
than taxes were even in World War II.
Individual income taxes are at record
levels as a percentage of the GDP. The
tax legislation returns this overpay-
ment—which is dragging down Amer-
ican workers, investors, businesses,
and collectively the American econ-
omy—+to the people.

What the Hollings amendment really
says is, return taxes to their record
levels. The Hollings amendment says
high taxes are no problem and should
be ignored in a slowing economy.
Think about this, my fellow Senators.
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This amendment, in effect, raises taxes
at a time we have a slowing economy.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and thank Senator HOLLINGS for yield-
ing to me to make these remarks at
this point ahead of him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
the distinguished then-chairman of the
Finance Committee, when they re-
ported out the tax cut, did not include
a rebate, did not include a tax cut for
this present fiscal year, 2001. But to not
have it in all of a sudden has become,
in his words, dangerous: Oh, this is a
dangerous thing. I am just doing what
he, as the chairman of the Finance
Committee, reported out.

I have said: Look, let’s not have a tax
cut for the year 2001. That is exactly
what President Bush said when he sub-
mitted his tax cut: Let’s not have a tax
cut for 2001. We will begin in 2002. That
is what the House of Representatives
said when they passed the tax cut.
They said: Don’t have it for 2001. Let’s
begin in 2002.

Now, all of a sudden, to do that has
become dangerous? a constitutional
question? I originated this particular
rebate, which I ask now to be repealed,
in the Senate. The Senate did not raise
a constitutional point of order that it
was a revenue measure that should de-
rive in the House. Every one of the Re-
publicans voted for it, without ques-
tion, without point of order, without
constitutional question. They did not
blue-slip it when it got over to the
House of Representatives.

Now where are we? They talk about
campaign finance in the morning paper
and say the House is debating it and
they are only going to have 1 day of de-
bate. But we are only going to have 15
minutes of debate here this morning on
campaign finance because that is all
this is. Nobody thinks now the mini-
mal, too late, too little rebate is going
to work. I have not found anybody who
really thinks mailing somebody $300 or
$600 is all of a sudden going to trigger
a recovery in a $10 trillion economy—
let me emphasize this. When it got to
be about February and March, and I
really began to worry about the econ-
omy, wondering if there was anything
that could be done, yes, there was a re-
bate being discussed. So I went to the
financial minds on Wall Street and the
economists—because I am a former
chairman of the Budget Committee,
and I know whom to call and whom to
talk to—and I said: Look, do you think
a rebate will work? They said: It’s 50—
50, a flip of the coin. It might, but
probably will not. To make sure it
works, they told me the rebate ought
to be at least 1 percent of the gross do-
mestic product of $10 trillion, which is
$100 billion. And it certainly ought to
cover as many taxpayers as possible.

So we set out with $100 billion, and
we included the 95 million income-tax
payers and the 25 million payroll-tax
payers, and do you know what those
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rascals did? Listen to this. They
gimmickly said: The corporate taxes
due in September—namely, fiscal year
2001—we are going to move that over to
October so we will have enough money
for the campaign next year.

Talk about campaign financing.
Where are we going to take it away?
We are going to take it away from, of
all people, Dicky Flatt.

The Senator from Texas is always
talking about little Dicky Flatt who
pulls the wagon and pays the taxes and
builds the country and sits around the
kitchen table. Poor Dicky Flatt gets
nothing. And what does this amend-
ment say? Let’s put everybody in
Dicky Flatt’s shoes. If he and the 25
million payroll-tax payers are not
going to get anything, then let’s not
give it to anybody because we can save
$40 billion. To pay for what? To pay for
the defense, the $18 billion increase
that Secretary Rumsfeld says we are
going to need. To pay for what? The
distinguished Senator from Iowa re-al-
located $250 million over 10 years for
education.

Everybody is asking: Where is the
money? Instead of sobering up and
looking at it in a judicious fashion and
saying, wait a minute, what we are
really doing is borrowing, we will have
to borrow some $40 billion to distribute
around when we know it is not going to
do the job.

Let me emphasize why I say borrow.
Here in my hand is the debt to the
penny. The U.S. Department of the
Treasury publishes this on the Inter-
net. The national debt now is up to
$5.710 trillion. At the beginning of the
fiscal year it was $5.674 trillion. So, a
surplus? Come on. The debt has gone
up. We have a deficit, as of this minute,
of $36 billion and it is going up.

I will take another bet if the distin-
guished former chairman of the Budget
Committee, the Senator from New
Mexico, will come out. I will still jump
off the Capitol dome. He wants me to,
I know. But I will jump off that dome
if the deficit is less than $50 billion by
the end of September. You watch. It is
going up, up, and away.

Here are the CBO figures. These are
my realities. You can see here, we have
ended the fiscal year 2000 with a $22.7
billion deficit, and at the beginning of
this year, CBO was projecting a $26 bil-
lion surplus for 2001.

Then in May, they verified that $26
billion by saying: We are going to have
to adjust it down by $6 billion. So it
went down to $20 billion. You can see
that we Democrats have been fiscally
responsible. When President Clinton
came in office, he came in with a $403.6
billion increase in the debt—a deficit of
$403.6 billion. We have been going
down, down, down in the red, and we
lost the Senate. Yes, because we voted
for an increase in taxes, a cut in the
size of Government—over 300,000 slots—
and a cut in spending of over $350 bil-
lion. And what did that do? The mar-
ket and technology boomed for 8 years,
and for 8 years straight we have been

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

reducing into the black and going right
into surplus. As of April 3, we had a
$102 billion surplus.

Now, today, July 10, we are already
back in the red. I voted for a balanced
budget under Lyndon Johnson, but I
haven’t been able to for the past 34
years. I thought I could have until they
came with the tax cut. And now they
insist on it when they are going to give
it to the rich. A stimulus was not even
contemplated by President Bush, not
contemplated by Chairman GRASSLEY
of Finance, not contemplated by the
House of Representatives. And it was
certainly not contemplated for Dicky
Flatt, not for the 25 million payroll tax
payers who really need the relief. I had
to put it in on the Senate side.

Oh, yes, they are buying the vote.
That is all this is, campaign finance. It
is a sad thing because we thought we
could stay on course financially.

You can see on the chart how at 22.7,
we started going down in the red. Then
we started back up, and now we are
headed down to 75 and staying. If we
had stayed on course, we were going to
remain in the black, surplus, surplus,
surplus. And that is what we heard
from President Bush. Now he talks
about stimulating, stimulating, when
he had no idea of stimulating. His tax
cut included nothing for this particular
fiscal year.

I do not touch his tax cut. I lost on
that particular vote. They still have
their tax cut beginning next fiscal
year. But they put in, rather than a re-
bate, as I had it, of $5600 and $1,000 and
going to 120 million taxpayers in Amer-
ica, a rebate of just $300 and $600. They
also left out the most important of all
taxpayers, the payroll tax payers, some
25 million, who get nothing.

All T am saying is, wait a minute,
let’s save the money. Let’s don’t go out
and borrow it because we don’t have it.
Go over to the Treasury Department.
And don’t let them give you the dou-
bletalk, either, when you get over to
Treasury. When I mention doubletalk,
this is what I mean. Let me explain to
my colleagues. They talk about private
debt and public debt, unified budget
deficits and all this; we have had this
gamesmanship for 34 years now. Debt
held by the public has gone down $137
billion, but the debt held by the Gov-
ernment has gone up $173 billion. That
is where you get the deficit of $36 bil-
lion. So we are borrowing now.

I don’t want to get into it with my
distinguished chairman who is doing an
outstanding job trying to save Social
Security and Medicare. I can tell him,
according to the Treasury records, as
of this minute, they have spent $173
billion of trust funds. You have a com-
puter. Just look up this information on
the Internet.

I don’t know where they got the $173
billion. I have my ideas where they get
it. They continue to spend. We passed
13-301. You have a Secretary of the
Treasury running around, Secretary
O’Neill, saying there never has been
any money in the Social Security trust
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fund. The Greenspan Commission, sec-
tion 21, said put Social Security off
budget. On November 5, 1990, George
Herbert Walker Bush signed it into
law, 13-301, to put Social Security off
budget in the sense that the President
and the Congress were forbidden to re-
port a budget that included the Social
Security trust funds. Everybody voted
for it, 98-2 here in the Senate. But they
totally ignore it. And now we have the
Secretary of the Treasury saying there
never has been a trust fund.

That is how run amok this Govern-
ment has become. It is time we sober
up and stop spending money we don’t
have. Everybody is talking about pay-
ing down the debt, paying down the
debt. A vote against this is to increase
the debt. I am saying let’s hold the tax
schedule where it is and, in short, do
away with the rebate because it is not
going to do any good. Everybody knows
there is no chance of it. And in time,
Madam President, we might find some
money to take care of defense, take
care of education, take care of the $6.5
billion for this supplemental bill. That
was never contemplated. We are look-
ing for money as a way to pay it, and
rather than going out and borrowing it,
we are distributing it around to buy
the vote. That is all it is going to do
politically. It is not going to do any-
thing economically. Maybe we can get
back to some rational approach to our
fiscal affairs.

Mr. Greenspan can do all he will with
respect to the monetary policy, but it
is up to us to take care of the fiscal
policy, the long-range interest rates
and everything else.

A headline from the Financial Times
reads, ‘“‘Hard Landing Alert Sounded
for U.S. Economy.” And again, Mort
Zuckerman, editor in chief of U.S.
News and World Report, says that con-
sumer spending, capital spending, and
exports are declining rapidly, that the
economy is in worse shape than it
looks.

With that confronting us, why are we
running around borrowing some $40 bil-
lion to mail around knowing it is not
going to do any good, confronting fund-
ing Social Security, funding Medicare,
funding the education increase of $30
billion a year, funding the increase
that Secretary Rumsfeld wants of $18
billion?

I retain the remainder of my time
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS

Mr. REID. I have spoken to Senator
HoLLINGS. He has no more time he
wishes to use. The opposition has used
some of his time. I don’t think we have
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any more time. The hour of 12:30 is
quickly approaching. I ask unanimous
consent that we recess for our Tuesday
morning conferences of the parties at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will
now stand in recess until the hour of
2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:28 p.m.,
recessed until 2:16 p.m., when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
CLELAND).

——

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 866

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes equally divided before
the vote on the Conrad amendment.

The Senator from North Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
amendment I am offering today is an
amendment I offered last year that got
60 votes on the floor of the Senate. Ear-
lier this year, it got 53 votes on the
floor of the Senate. It says we should
protect both the Social Security and
the Medicare trust funds. We already
provide some protection of the Social
Security trust fund. It would strength-
en those protections. We would also
provide those same protections to the
Medicare trust fund. Both of these
trust funds deserve protection. If we
don’t provide it, the money will be used
for other purposes.

I hope my colleagues will support
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. May I ask, how
much time do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to vote against the Conrad amendment.
In fiscal year 2002, the overall Medicare
Program would require over $50 billion
in general tax revenues. Over the next
10 years, the Medicare Program would
require over $600 billion in general tax
revenues. We can’t lockbox something
that simply does not exist. It is a fic-
tion.

This amendment, in my opinion, will
harm our ability to reform Medicare
and also harm our ability to provide a
prescription drug benefit that is so
long due for the American people.

Furthermore, the Conrad amendment
does not contain any real teeth in
terms of a Social Security lockbox. It
lacks any automatic enforcement
mechanism to protect Social Security.
I urge my colleagues to vote no on the
amendment and against the waiver of
the point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, Senator
BYRD, I raise a point of order that this
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amendment violates section 306 of the
Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act, I move to waive the appli-
cable section of that act for the pur-
pose of the pending amendment, and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mrs. CLINTON),
the Senator from New York (Mr. SCHU-
MER), and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. EDWARDS) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.
SANTORUM), is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 42,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 221 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Akaka Dorgan Lincoln
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Feingold Miller
Biden Graham Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Harkin Nelson (NE)
Boxer Hollings Reid
Cantwell Hutchinson Rockefeller
Carnahan Johnson Sarbanes
Carper Kennedy Smith (OR)
Cleland Kerry Specter
Conrad Landrieu Stabenow
Corzine Leahy Torricelli
Daschle Levin Wellstone
Dayton Lieberman Wyden

NAYS—54
Allard Ensign Lugar
Allen Enzi McCain
Bennett Feinstein McConnell
Bond Fitzgerald Murkowski
Breaux Frist Murray
Brownback Gramm Nickles
Bunning Grassley Reed
Burns Gregg Roberts
Byrd Hagel Sessions
Campbell Hatch Shelby
Chafee Helms Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchison Snowe
Collins Inhofe Stevens
Craig Inouye Thomas
Crapo Jeffords Thompson
DeWine Kohl Thurmond
Dodd Kyl Voinovich
Domenici Lott Warner

NOT VOTING—4

Clinton Santorum
Edwards Schumer

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 42, the nays are 54.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The point of order is sustained. The
amendment falls.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I was
unavoidably detained during this vote
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on the motion to waive the Budget Act
with regard to the Conrad amendment,
vote No. 221. Had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘aye.”

AMENDMENT NO. 865

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the Voinovich amend-
ment?

Mr. STEVENS. May we have order,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Senator from
Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senators
ALLARD, FITZGERALD, and HAGEL as co-
sponsors, and I also thank Senators
SESSIONS, HELMS, and CRAPO for their
help on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I ask my colleagues
to vote to support our Social Security
lockbox amendment. Our lockbox
strengthens the existing point of order
against spending the existing Social
Security surplus. Our lockbox makes it
out of order to use the Social Security
surplus in any single year of the next
decade. More important, our amend-
ment contains an automatic enforce-
ment mechanism. If OMB reports the
Federal Government will spend the So-
cial Security surplus, an automatic
across-the-board cut in spending, a se-
quester will be put in place. The size of
this sequester will offset the use of the
surplus. This is the ultimate enforce-
ment mechanism. If the Social Secu-
rity surplus looks like it will get spent,
the OMB stops it from happening. This
will ensure we stay the course on lim-
iting spending and pay down the na-
tional debt as we promised when we
passed the budget resolution.

Spending cuts under this amendment
would impact both discretionary and
mandatory spending. Mandatory spend-
ing for the most needy in society would
not be affected by these cuts. My
amendment would exclude Social Secu-
rity, food stamps, and other programs
that are excluded from sequesters
under the Deficit Control Act of 1985.
In reality, about $33 billion of manda-
tory spending is subject to sequester.
Hopefully, we would never have to use
the sequester.

This amendment is straightforward.
It relies largely on existing law. It pri-
marily builds upon the existing budget
process. We all know Social Security is
off budget and my amendment rein-
forces that position. Our amendment
does not modify any budgetary conven-
tions, nor does it pretend Social Secu-
rity is something it is not. We must
make sure history does not repeat
itself. For years the Social Security
surplus has been an all too readily
available source of cash for Congress to
spend. However, since 1999, there has
been a political consensus not to re-
turn to spending of the Social Security
surplus, in large part because we have
had an on-budget surplus that supplied
the extra money.
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If, however, the economic prosperity
that this Nation enjoyed recently con-
tinues to fade, although I hope this is a
temporary situation, and surplus pro-
jections are likely to be revised down-
ward, then the Social Security surplus
will again be in the crosshairs. It will
be in the crosshairs because of Congres-
sional yearning for more spending.

If you want to make sure money is
there to follow through on what we
promised the American people, if you
want to pay down the debt, if you want
to control spending, and if you want to
do it in an accountable, enforceable
way, without gimmicks, vote for this
amendment. I think everyone in this
room Kknows this is the right thing to
do. I urge my colleagues to vote for
this amendment and urge them to vote
for waiving the point of order that will
be raised against it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
Voinovich amendment does nothing to
protect Medicare. Just a few short
months ago, every member of the Re-
publican caucus voted for protection
for both Medicare and Social Security.
What has occurred that would lead
them now to forget Medicare?

This is not a wise course. In the
name of protecting Social Security,
this amendment would cut Medicare.
The sequester that is provided for in
this amendment says, if we are on the
edge of going into Social Security, cut
Medicare, cut defense. It is a one-trick
pony. It does not matter whether the
deficiency was caused by a tax cut, by
an economic downturn, or by excessive
spending, the answer to each and every
one of them is the same: cut spending.
It does not matter if the problem was
caused by too big a tax cut: cut spend-
ing. It does not matter if the problem
was caused by an economic downturn,
the answer is cut spending. It is not a
balanced approach.

The assertion that there is no Medi-
care surplus simply does not fit the
facts. This is the report of the Congres-
sional Budget Office. On page 19, under
the table ‘“Trust Fund Surpluses,” it
shows Social Security in surplus, it
shows Medicare Part A in surplus, it
shows Medicare Part B in rough bal-
ance.

The argument that the Senator from
Ohio is making is that because we have
chosen, as a Congress, to fund Part B,
in part by general fund transfers, that
that means Medicare is in deficit. That
is not the case. That is not the defini-
tion of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice; that is not the definition of the
Office of Management and Budget. All
of them assert there is a surplus in
Part A and rough balance in Part B.

We, as a Congress, have made the de-
termination to finance Part B, by pre-
miums in part, by general fund transfer
in part.

This is not an amendment we should
adopt.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we al-
ready have a Social Security lockbox.
The pending amendment contains mat-
ter within the jurisdiction of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee; therefore, I
raise a point of order against the
amendment pursuant to section 306 of
the Congressional Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
move to waive the applicable provi-
sions of the Budget Act and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mrs. CLINTON) and
the Senator from New York (Mr. SCHU-
MER) are necessarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
SANTORUM) is necessarily absent.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

JOHNSON). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 43,
nays 54, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 222 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Allard Gramm Murkowski
Allen Grassley Nickles
Brownback Gregg Roberts
Bunning Hagel Sessions
Campbell Harkin Shelby
Collins Hatch Smith (NH)
Craig Helms Smith (OR)
Crapo Hutchinson Snowe
DeWine Hutchison Specter
Ensign Inhofe Thomas
Enzi Kyl Thompson
Feingold Lott Voinovich
Fitzgerald Lugar Warner
Frist McCain
Graham McConnell

NAYS—54
Akaka Corzine Levin
Baucus Daschle Lieberman
Bayh Dayton Lincoln
Bennett Dodd Mikulski
Biden Domenici Miller
Bingaman Dorgan Murray
Bond Durbin Nelson (FL)
Boxer Edwards Nelson (NE)
Breaux Feinstein Reed
Burns Hollings Reid
Byrd Inouye Rockefeller
Cantwell Jeffords Sarbanes
Carnahan Johnson Stabenow
Carper Kennedy Stevens
Chafee Kerry Thurmond
Cleland Kohl Torricelli
Cochran Landrieu Wellstone
Conrad Leahy Wyden

NOT VOTING—3

Clinton Santorum Schumer

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 43 and the nays are
54. Three-fifths of the Senators duly
chosen and sworn not having voted in
the affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The point of order is sustained and
the amendment falls.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and I move to
lay that motion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 873

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 4 minutes of debate equally
divided before a vote in relation to the
Hollings amendment. The Senator from
South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in the
first part of April when we passed my
amendment authorizing a rebate, we
had a $102 billion surplus. Now, as of 3
o’clock this afternoon, according to the
Secretary of the Treasury, the public
debt to the penny—and anybody can
read it on the Internet—the debt now,
instead of being a surplus, has in-
creased since the beginning of the fis-
cal year to $36 billion in the red. In
other words, we don’t have the $41 bil-
lion for a rebate. We have to go out and
borrow it.

Common sense says that rather than
going out and borrowing money and
throwing it to the winds, increasing
the debt, the public would prefer that
we pay down the debt. At least that is
what we tell them we are doing.

If you look on the screen on channel
2, the Republican channel says ‘‘abol-

ishes a tax rebate.” ‘‘President Bush
and Congress promise to the American
people. . ..”

They didn’t promise it. It was my
amendment. I promised, as the finan-
cial world advised me, that it should
apply to all taxpayers. What they have
done is broken my promise. Nothing is
in this bill for the 25 million payroll-
tax payers. In other words, you and I,
Mr. President, will get a rebate, unless
you vote for my amendment. But the
payroll-tax payers, such as Dicky
Flatt—I don’t know where the Senator
from Texas is, but Dicky Flatt, the fel-
low who ‘“‘pulls the wagon and pays the
taxes, and builds the country, and sits
around the kitchen table” gets noth-
ing.

Now, come on. If there is a con-
science around here, let’s talk sense.
Save that $41 billion. We need it for de-
fense. We need it for education. We
have increased education spending to
$25 billion a year, $250 billion over 10
years. We need it for prescription
drugs. Let’s don’t throw the money
around and then cry the rest of the
year here that we don’t have the
money.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
in strong opposition to the Hollings
amendment. The Hollings amendment
would repeal the retroactive marginal
rate cuts enacted on June 7th of this
year. That is barely over 1 month ago.

My opposition to the amendment is
based on both procedural and sub-
stantive grounds.

On the first problem the amend-
ment’s procedural problems, it is clear
that, if adopted, this amendment will
cause the underlying supplemental ap-
propriations bill to violate the origina-
tion clause of the U.S. Constitution. If
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sent to the House, the bill would cer-
tainly be ‘‘blue slipped.” So, this
amendment, if adopted, kills the sup-
plemental.

The second problem is the substance
of the amendment. This amendment
would repeal all of the retroactive mar-
ginal rate reductions in the recently
passed tax bill. Those rate cuts are
based principally on the new ten per-
cent bracket for the first $6,000 of in-
come for single taxpayers and $12,000 of
income for married couples.

The retroactive new ten percent
bracket is the basis for the advance re-
fund checks of $300 for a single person
and $600 for a married couple. The Hol-
lings amendment stops these checks
dead. A vote for the Hollings amend-
ment is a way to say no to American
taxpayers who now expect to receive
refund checks. A vote for the Hollings
amendment is a vote against the stim-
ulus in the tax bill we just passed.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
will vote for the Hollings amendment
and wish to explain my reasoning. The
amendment focuses on the con-
sequences of the massive tax cut,
namely that we are facing a Hobson’s
choice—either raid the Social Security
and Medicare HI trust funds or forgo
needed spending on defense, education
and other priorities. This is a choice
that will bedevil us for years to come
until we come to our senses regarding
a tax cut we can afford.

The Hollings amendment seeks to
avoid this Hobson’s choice by rescind-
ing a portion of the excessive tax cut.
I would prefer that he rescinded as-
pects of the tax cut other than the re-
bates. I was an early advocate of re-
bates to help us with the current eco-
nomic slowdown. I was disappointed in
the rebate that was finally adopted in
the tax bill because it is not being paid
to tens of millions who filed tax re-
turns, but I still support rebates.

If we don’t face reality regarding the
tax cut, however, we will be faced
again and again with the Hobson’s
choice regarding the trust funds. We
have urgent priorities to modernize our
defense establishment and to fund the
education reform initiative, both issues
where I have expended considerable ef-
fort over the years. The problem we
will face is that so much of the govern-
ment’s revenue base has now been
spent that any national priority that
requires more support, like defense or
education, will have to be shelved or
funded at the expense of the trust fund
surpluses.

As Chairman CONRAD has explained,
the President’s budget plan means we
may well raid these trust funds this
year even if we do not go forward with
these urgent priorities. We won’t know
for sure until the new budget estimates
are provided in August and at the end
of the fiscal year, but we may spend
down these trust funds even if we do
not exceed the budget resolution lim-
its.

I applaud Senator HOLLINGS for rais-
ing this issue, and for seeking to avoid
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this Hobson’s choice. While this
amendment affects rebates that I sup-
port, it brings needed attention to the
overall box the Administration has
placed us in and the difficult choices
we will have to make. This amendment
attempts to avoid our dipping into the
trust fund surpluses. There are other
ways to accomplish the same goal and
I will be exploring them as we struggle
with the consequences of the tax bill,
the need to defend the trust funds and
fund urgent defense and education re-
forms. This is a Hobson’s choice we did
not have to face and that is why I
voted against the tax bill and will vote
for the Hollings amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
2 minutes. I yield 1 minute to Senator
BAucus.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, with
deep reluctance, I oppose my good
friend from South Carolina. I must say
that I compliment him because it was
earlier that he suggested to me the
stimulus to get the economy going. He
was foresightful of that fact, and be-
cause of that recognition, we now find
that the economy does need to be stim-
ulated a little bit. I compliment him
for that.

I must oppose him on this amend-
ment, however. This is a revenue meas-
ure. It has not been before the Finance
Committee. In fact, it has in a certain
sense been before the committee be-
cause it was part of a larger bill and
the committee voted against it.

Second, this is a revenue provision on
an appropriations bill. Under the Con-
stitution, it will be blue-slipped by the
House. The House will automatically
reject it.

Beyond that, we just passed a tax
bill. Let’s not have a yo-yo, up-and-
down tax bill. We can modify it later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
American people should understand
that if this amendment is adopted, it
will stop the rebate checks in their
tracks. It is almost as if we want to
take the money back from the people
before we ever give it to them.

They are saying: Congress did some-
thing right. And those who look at the
American economy say: Hey, they did
something right. It is about the right
time to have a big tax cut.

I do not believe you will find one
economist of renown and repute in the
United States who will say in the mid-
dle of this downturn we should increase
taxes. Ask somebody. I asked a bunch
of them. They said this might not be
the greatest tax plan, but cut the taxes
and leave it alone.

I say to my friend, Senator HOLLINGS,
he did a good thing when we had the
budget resolution before us. He was
ahead of us. He said put more of it in
the early years. We went off to con-
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ference and followed his admonition.
Now he thinks that is too much.

The checks that are in the mail, if
they could get at them, knowing the
post office, could even be stopped in a
week if we adopted this amendment.

It is the wrong thing to do to the peo-
ple; it is the wrong thing to do for the
American economy, and certainly for
the Congress it is absolutely the epit-
ome of moving in the wrong direction
when the country has problems.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 873. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mrs. CLINTON) and
the Senator from New York (Mr. SCHU-
MER) are necessarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
SANTORUM) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 3,
nays 94, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 223 Leg.]

YEAS—3
Hollings Lieberman Mikulski
NAYS—94
Akaka Dorgan Lugar
Allard Durbin McCain
Allen Edwards McConnell
Baucus Ensign Miller
Bayh Enzi Murkowski
Bennett Feingold Murray
Biden Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Fitzgerald Nelson (NE)
Bond Frist Nickles
Boxer Graham Reed
Breaux Gramm Reid
Brownback Grassley Roberts
Bunning Gregg Rockefeller
Burns Hagel Sarbanes
Byrd Harkin Sessions
Campbell Hatch Shelby
Cantwell Helms Smith (NH)
Carnahan Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Carper Hutchison Snowe
Chafee Inhofe Specter
Cleland Inouye Stabenow
Cochran Jeffords Stevens
Collins Johnson Thomas
Conrad Kennedy Thompson
Corzine Kerry Thurmond
Craig Kohl Torricelli
Crapo Kyl Voinovich
Daschle Landrieu Warner
Dayton Leahy Wellstone
DeWine Levin Wyden
Dodd Lincoln
Domenici Lott
NOT VOTING—3
Clinton Santorum Schumer
The amendment (No. 873) was re-
jected.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
considers the following amendments,
they be considered with the following
limitations, with no second-degree
amendments in order prior to the vote
in relation to the amendment:
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Wellstone amendment No. 874, there
will be 60 minutes equally divided and
controlled in the usual form; on the
Schumer amendment, No. 862, there
will be 30 minutes equally divided and
controlled in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right
to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum so we may examine this
amendment for just a minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Minnesota, we almost have this worked
out so that everyone will know what is
happening until the end of the day. I
know my friend from Minnesota is anx-
ious to offer his amendment. We have
imposed upon him to offer his amend-
ment out of order. If we wait another 2
or 3 minutes, everything could be done.
I ask if my friend objects if we go into
a quorum call for a couple more min-
utes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
was trying to accommodate Senators.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield be-
fore he puts in the quorum call?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield.

Mr. BYRD. I merely want to say, in
explanation, that the Senator from
Minnesota was about to proceed at my
request. I did not know the state of the
situation. I apologize for that. But I
thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, before
we go into a quorum call, that very ef-
ficient staff have typed up a couple dif-
ferent versions of a unanimous consent
request, the final one of which should
be here momentarily. I have been con-
ferring with the minority manager, and
we should have it just about wrapped
up, I say to my friend from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator would yield, in the words of Alex-
ander Pope: ‘“Thou art my guide, phi-
losopher, and friend.”

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, has
my colleague suggested the absence of
a quorum?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MURRAY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
be the only first-degree amendments
remaining in order to S. 1077; that any
votes ordered with respect to these
amendments occur in the order in
which the amendment is debated, and
that no second-degree amendment be in
order prior to a vote in relation to the
amendment: Wellstone amendment No.
874; Bond amendment No. 872, with 30
minutes equally divided and controlled
in the usual form; McCain amendment
No. 869; Feingold amendment No. 863;
Schumer amendment No. 862; a man-
agers’ amendment, with 5 minutes
equally divided; provided further that
there be 30 minutes of general debate
on the bill, with Senators McCAIN and
GRAMM of Texas controlling 5 minutes
each, and the remainder equally con-
trolled by the two managers, Senators
BYRD and STEVENS; that upon the use
or yielding back of all time, the Senate
proceed to vote in a stacked sequence,
with 5 minutes equally divided and
controlled between each vote, and that
the votes, after the first vote, be 10-
minute votes, and that the first vote in
the sequence not occur prior to 7:45
this evening.

Madam President, we are hopeful and
confident we can make the T7:45 time.
We have spent a little time trying to
come up with this agreement. This has
been gone over with Senator BYRD.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, the 30 min-
utes equally divided between Senator
BYRD and myself includes the 10 min-
utes for Senators GRAMM and MCCAIN,
but we are at liberty to yield that to
any person on the other amendments,
if necessary; is that correct?

Mr. REID. That is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ex-
press my appreciation to my friend
from Minnesota who is his usual cour-
teous self. He has been very patient. I
yield the floor for the Senator from
Minnesota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
AMENDMENT NO. 874

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I call up amendment No. 874.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is now pending.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, this amendment
would increase funding for what is
called the LIHEAP, the Low Income
Energy Assistance Program. It would
provide $150 million in emergency fund-
ing for this fiscal year for the LIHEAP
program.

The amendment would be offset di-
recting the Secretary of Defense to re-
scind $150 million in fiscal year 2001
funds out of administrative costs.

There have been many General Ac-
counting Office Inspector General stud-
ies of the Pentagon budget that have
talked about administrative waste
going far beyond $150 million. Out of
the whole budget, we are just saying
take $150 million from all of the admin-
istrative waste—talking about tens of
billions of dollars—and transfer that to
the Low Income Energy Assistance
Program.

This is a safety net program which
provides essential heating and cooling
assistance to almost 5 million low-in-
come people, many of them senior citi-
zens, many of them disabled, many of
them working poor, many of them
working poor families with children.

Let me explain why I bring this
amendment to the floor. Right now,
national estimates show—and this is
shameful—that only 13 percent of the
households eligible for the Low Income
Energy Assistance Program actually
receive any assistance at all. That is
because since 1985, accounting for infla-
tion, the truth is, the funding has de-
clined by 70 percent. For many low-in-
come families, the energy costs are as
much as 20 percent of the monthly
budget.

The Low Income Energy Assistance
Program is a lifeline program that pro-
vides additional grants of money to
people when they are in dire need of
such assistance. When they don’t get
this help, if they are elderly, they don’t
buy the prescription drugs they need.
They don’t eat what they should be
eating.

They don’t have enough money for
food. I am not exaggerating.

I am also talking about cooling as-
sistance. While I come from a cold-
weather State, we also have emergency
cooling assistance, but for many States
that is not unimportant. There are
poor people, many of them elderly, who
run into a lot of difficulty. We have
had some summers when they died
from exposure to the heat, struggling
with asthma and whatnot and without
any cooling assistance whatsoever.

I recognize the hard work that has
been done by the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. In his supplemental
request to the Congress, President
Bush requested only $150 million of ad-
ditional money for LIHEAP emergency
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funding. I am sorry. I have to say it:
This does not represent ‘‘compas-
sionate conservatism.” It was inad-
equate. The President’s request would
not even have been enough to assist
low-income families who are currently
in arrears from this past year’s dev-
astating winter.

Chairman BYRD and Chairman STE-
VENS, recognizing the inadequacy of
the administration’s request, doubled
it. They deserve the credit for doing so.
However, while the $150 million re-
quested by the President was inad-
equate, the $300 million certainly does
a better job, but it is far from ade-
quate. It doesn’t meet the needs of mil-
lions of working families and seniors
who are facing unbelievable energy
costs no matter where one goes in the
United States.

In addition, all of the LIHEAP funds
appropriated for this year have been re-
leased, and nearly half the States have
already exhausted or nearly exhausted
their funding.

It is clear that we are currently near-
ing a crisis situation. A study was just
completed by the National Energy As-
sistance Directors Association, and
they found that 28 States and the Dis-
trict of Columbia were either out of
funding or had very low balances;
States reporting that they were out of
funds: The District of Columbia, Iowa,
Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana,
New Hampshire, New Mexico, Rhode Is-
land, Washington, and Wisconsin;
States reporting very low balances:
Alabama, Colorado, Delaware, Georgia,
Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska,
Nevada, New York, North Carolina,
Texas, Vermont, Virginia, and Utah.

This survey also found that arrear-
ages and threats of shutoffs increased
to 4.3 million households. This past
winter was a living hell for a 1ot of low-
income people. Energy costs in the
State of Minnesota went up 40 percent.
We have this deadly combination of our
not providing the funding that is need-
ed over the years, so that only about 15
percent, 14 percent of the people who
are eligible get the help, and in addi-
tion, with the dramatic increase in en-
ergy prices, it is an even far worse situ-
ation.

Let me be specific. Alabama needs an
additional $6 to $6 million for summer
cooling, especially if the State experi-
ences the severe summer that has been
predicted. Colorado may have to dis-
continue its summer crisis interven-
tion program and the summer fan dis-
tribution program for lack of funding.
Georgia needs an additional $1 million
for summer cooling and to provide as-
sistance to the 20,000 households that
owe approximately $80 million in nat-
ural gas bills alone.

The Illinois program estimates it
needs $15 to $20 million for a statewide
summer program and $15 million for ar-
rearage shutoff avoidance assistance.
Kansas has had to resort to prorated
benefits for winter heating assistance
to compensate for the higher number of
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applicants and fuel costs. Kentucky
needs $7 million to operate a cooling
program. Minnesota needs an addi-
tional $13 million to cover the applica-
tions received this year and provide the
same level of services as last year. New
Hampshire has responded to the in-
creased demand for assistance this win-
ter season. It goes on and on.

Madam President, many States need
the help and, as I said before, it is the
cooling assistance. It also provides the
money right now over this critical pe-
riod for the cold-weather States to pur-
chase energy at a lower price than they
would be able to do later. It also pro-
vides resources for States to help low-
income people pay some of the bills
they have not been able to pay so that
they are not shut off, because right
now they can be shut off by the utility
companies. Again, many Senators
come from States where home heating
prices went up by 40 percent this past
winter.

I also want to make clear to my col-
leagues that this emergency funding
will carry over to the next fiscal year.
Advance appropriations were elimi-
nated in last year’s appropriations
cycle. As of October 1, 2001, States will
have totally exhausted their LIHEAP
funds. The carryover of this amend-
ment will ensure that many States will
be able to pre-buy heating fuels for the
next heating season, and summer pur-
chases have greatly benefited low-in-
come households, providing them with
more fuel for their money.

This amendment could be offset
again by directing the Secretary of De-
fense to transfer $150 million from the
whole Pentagon budget in administra-
tive expenses for fiscal year 2001. I
want to remind colleagues that the
President has requested $343 billion for
the defense budget in the next fiscal
year, at a time when the Department
can’t even complete an internal audit.
I am just saying transfer $150 million
in administrative expenses.

Now, again, let me be really clear.
This is a successful program. It is a
lifeline program. It is for the most vul-
nerable citizens in our country. We
have not provided the funding and the
assistance that is necessary, and it is
the reason I bring this amendment to
the floor—recognizing the good work of
the Appropriations Committee. As a
Senator from Minnesota, I listed all
sorts of other States that are in trou-
ble right now either for cooling assist-
ance or in trouble as they look to this
next year.

We ought to be providing the fund-
ing. This is just one vote that calls on
us to try to get our priorities straight.
The President’s $150 million was hardly
compassionate conservatism; doubling
it was good work, but it doesn’t come
close to meeting the needs over the
next 3-month period, doesn’t come
close for what is needed for cooling as-
sistance, doesn’t come close for what
use States can make to provide assist-
ance to people so they don’t get cut off
by utilities. It doesn’t provide advance
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funding for States such as Minnesota
that are going to wind up in a real fi-
nancial crunch next year because the
home heating costs are going to be
high and we are not going to provide
the necessary funding.

At the very minimum, can’t we take
$150 million in administrative costs
from the whole Department of Defense
budget, which is well over $300 billion,
and put it into emergency low-income
energy assistance for poor people,
working poor people, for children, for
the elderly, and for the disabled?

I say to my colleagues that we know
right now this has been a successful
program. We also know that the pro-
gram has continued to be underfunded,
and we know firsthand that over half
the States in the United States of
America are out of money. I gave you
a report on which States are almost
out of money. We have a hot summer
month coming up. I do not believe we
should pass this opportunity to utilize
the supplementary emergency vehicle,
which is for emergency purposes, to
bring additional relief to wvulnerable
citizens in this country. This amend-
ment is a modest step in this direction,
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

Also, because I know that the chair-
man and the ranking minority member
want to continue to move things for-
ward, I believe I have made my case,
but I also want to kind of put this into
a broader context. I really worry about
where we are heading. We pass these
tax cuts, we pass this budget resolu-
tion, and every day you read editorials
and articles and you are looking at the
figures which Senator CONRAD and Sen-
ator BYRD have laid out for us, and it
is becoming crystal clear that what we
have done is we have not been very in-
tellectually rigorous.

We are not going to have the funding
on present course. We had these Robin-
Hood-in-reverse tax cuts. It is really
over $2 trillion over the next decade,
and it is only going to get worse. And
now, at the very time when I thought
we were going to have additional re-
sources to work with, we are being told
that soon we are going to be dipping
into Medicare trust funds, Social Secu-
rity trust funds, and that we don’t have
any funding. We can’t help, in the year
2001, people who need lifeline assist-
ance, low-income people Wwho need
emergency assistance.

And then I say to the ranking mem-
ber, who has been such a leader on edu-
cation, we were told during this debate
about the ESEA that there would be
the funding. Where is the funding going
to come from? Where will we get the
money to fully fund the IDEA pro-
gram? Where is the money coming
from for title I?

Then there is the prescription drug
benefit. Everybody who campaigned for
office campaigned on this issue. Are we
going to say we have actually so little
money, that the copays are so high—I
don’t know about the State of Wash-
ington, but I bet it is the same. The in-
come profile of senior citizens in Min-
nesota is not high at all. You have too
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high a copay and people—if you don’t
deal with the catastrophic expenses,
you are not providing the help. Are we
going to be told again we can’t afford
to do it?

Are we going to be told we can’t do
anything on affordable housing? Bar-
bara Ehrenreich wrote a book called
“Nickle and Dimed.”’” She is a fine writ-
er. She went incognito and lived in dif-
ferent communities trying to find out
what you do. She worked at Wal-Mart.
She had a chapter about Minnesota,
and there is a paucity of affordable
housing, rental or home ownership. For
many, it is just not there. But we can’t
do anything. We are in a straitjacket.
So we have amendments proposed that
will add to the Pentagon budget and
take away from workforce develop-
ment, take away from dislocated work-
er funds. On the Iron Range in Min-
nesota, LTV just shut down; 1,400
workers are out of work.

I say to my colleague from West Vir-
ginia, take away from the steel loan
fund. What kind of tradeoffs are we
getting into? This is becoming a zero-
sum game. We have a strong defense,
but we don’t help people who are out of
work. We don’t help rebuild industries
that are so critical, as a matter of fact,
to our national defense. We put more
money into education, and we don’t
have money for prescription drugs or
for job training.

We passed the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. I am proud of this piece of leg-
islation. The whole question of health
security for all is still out there.

Affordable child care: We all say we
are for the children. Where is the fund-
ing for Head Start, and for affordable
child care, and for affordable higher
education?

What about veterans? Who is going
to make the commitment to a decent
health care budget for veterans? Who is
going to do anything about homeless
veterans?

I am just telling you that this is a
small amendment, but this small
amendment tells a larger story. I am
not raiding Medicare or Social Secu-
rity. I am not doing any of that. This
is just a transfer. I am just saying, out
of the whole Pentagon budget—the
huge, over $300 billion budget—3$150
million in administrative costs can be
transferred to this program so that we
can do a little bit better by way of
helping vulnerable citizens in our coun-
try.

That is the amendment. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I yield
time in opposition to the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii, Mr. INOUYE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, the
Wellstone amendment, dealing with
the Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program, is a very noble goal. I
have no quarrel with this goal but,
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most respectfully, this matter has been
addressed in this bill.

The amendment that is proposed
would cut funding for the Department
of Defense by $150 million at a time
when we are trying our best to increase
funding. The amendment would allow
the Secretary of Defense to choose
which programs under his jurisdiction
would be curtailed.

None of us wants to curtail readiness,
but this blank check to administrative
programs would force the Secretary to
identify those that he considers of
lower priority. I always ask myself: In
a Senate of 100 Members, can we ever
agree upon what is of more priority?

Most respectfully, I inform my col-
leagues that the Secretary could take
funding from several items that this
body has supported over DOD’s reluc-
tance, and we have done this for many
years.

For example, we have a fund for the
Youth Challenge Program which takes
high school dropouts and turns their
lives around. It is a most successful
program that is under the auspices of
the National Guard. It has saved our
Nation countless millions of dollars.
We have kept these young students out
of prison. We have kept them out of
crime. I do not think any one of us
would want to cut off that program.

This amendment could very well
force the Secretary to stop programs to
clean up the environment. One may
ask: In what environmental program is
the Defense Department involved? Over
the years, we have been closing bases,
and all of our military bases, because
of the nature of the work, are polluted.
We have unexploded ordnance in the
target ranges. There is oil pollution all
over the place because we have had oil
dumps. If the communities want to use
these bases, how can they go about it
under our laws? They have to be clean
before people of the United States can
utilize the bases that have been closed
by the action of Congress. Do we want
to stop that program?

Then we speak of our cultural herit-
age. The Department of Defense now
has a Legacy Program which protects
cultural heritage.

There is a program I am certain the
author of this measure wants to see
continued, and that is the program
which supports Native American
tribes. For example, at this moment,
we are closing clinics and hospitals,
not only here but in Europe. We con-
stantly find that our Native Americans
do not have proper hospital facilities,
and so we get these old, secondhand
beds, old secondhand operating tables,
and old secondhand x ray machines to
help the first citizens of this land. Is
that high priority or low priority?

Then we come to the National Guard.
This has been a battle from day one. Is
the National Guard of low priority or is
it of high priority?

These are the types of programs the
Secretary is likely to curtail or cut out
to carry out the intent of this amend-
ment.
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I argue that we are already under-
funded in the Department of Defense.
That is why we are hopeful this Senate
will approve this measure which will
add $5.5 billion to the Department.

This amendment is a noble one, but I
believe it aims at the wrong target.
Others can speak more knowledgeably
about the adequacy of funding. I know
it is a worthwhile program, but under-
stand, it is already fully funded for this
fiscal year.

I have had people ask me: Why is the
Department of Defense spending money
for defense when we do not use an air-
craft, when we do not use the carriers,
when we do not use the submarines?
Thank God, Madam President, we do
not use the submarines. Thank God we
do not have to use the bombers. Thank
God we do not have to use the carriers
because if we were using them, we
would be at war. But since we are pre-
pared, potential adversaries think
twice before they decide to get into ac-
tion with us.

Much as I admire the purpose, much
as I admire the noble goal, I urge my
colleagues to vote against the amend-
ment.

I yield back any time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
how much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 12 minutes 20
seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will take 3 min-
utes, I say to my colleague. I want to
respond to my good friend from Hawaii
by saying three things. First, there is
not a better person in the Senate. I
hate disagreeing with him.

I listened carefully, and I want him
to know in the language of this amend-
ment, we make it clear:

In determining the accounts to specify, the
Secretary of Defense shall take into consid-
eration the need to promote efficiency, cost-
effectiveness, and productivity within the
Department of Defense, as well as to main-
tain readiness and troop quality of life.

We do not talk about taking money
out of any of the programs. We are not
talking about cutting programs that
are especially important for youth or
especially important for Native Amer-
ican people. We are certainly not talk-
ing about anything that goes away
from readiness and troop quality of
life.

The only thing we are talking about
is administrative expenses. The Pen-
tagon has not even been able to com-
plete its internal audit. We all know
there is way more than $150 million in
administrative waste in an over $300
billion budget. I am saying do not take
it out of programs, and I am certainly
saying do not take it out of anything
that deals with troop quality of life or
readiness. I am simply saying take it
out of the administrative waste and
put it into the Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program.

The vote is about whether or not we
want to take some money out of ad-
ministrative expenses from over a $300
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billion budget and put it into this pro-
gram.

My colleague talked about this pro-
gram being fully funded, but the fact
is, we have only 14 percent of the fami-
lies who are eligible who are able to
benefit because it has been so under-
funded over the years. We just went
through a 40-percent increase in heat-
ing costs this past winter which has
thrown everything helter-skelter with
States not having the money, with not
enough cooling assistance, people in ar-
rears, people faced with utility shut-
offs, with States worrying about next
year. I don’t think anybody from any
of these States can make a point that
we don’t need more funding for this
program. If I thought we already had
the funding we need, I would not bring
this amendment to the floor. I believe
it is quite to the contrary.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. INOUYE. How much time do we
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia controls 23%
minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Would the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii yield me 3 min-
utes?

Mr. INOUYE. I yield 3 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, this
amendment would add another $150
million for the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program, in addition
to the $300 million already included in
the bill. The additional LIHEAP funds
are offset by an administrative cut in
the Department of Defense to which
Mr. INOUYE has very ably addressed his
remarks in opposition thereto.

I am a strong supporter of LIHEAP;
it helps many low-income households
facing rising fuel costs, pay to heat
their homes. However, both the House-
passed and the Senate committee-re-
ported version of this supplemental al-
ready recommend an additional $300
million for LIHEAP, which is double
the amount recommended in the Presi-
dent’s budget request. The committee-
reported bill brings the fiscal year 2001
LIHEAP appropriation to $2 billion,
and with the carryover funds from the
prior year, funds available for LIHEAP
would total $2.155 billion in fiscal year
2001. This compares to $1.844 billion in
fiscal year 2000—an increase of $311 bil-
lion.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota. He makes a very com-
pelling argument. Ordinarily I would
want to support him in the position he
has taken. However, the committee-re-
ported supplemental, as I have already
indicated, is a balanced bill; it is a fair
bill. While I would like to provide addi-
tional resources for energy assistance
to low-income people in the country, I
believe the best way to quickly get
supplemental LIHEAP funding to mem-
bers in need is to approve the com-
mittee bill without this amendment so
that the bill can be more immediately
sent to conference and on to the Presi-
dent for his signature.

If T have any time remaining, I yield
it back.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. On behalf of the com-
mittee, I move to table the amend-
ment.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote
will occur in a stacked sequence later
this evening.

The Senator from Missouri.

AMENDMENT NO. 872

Mr. BOND. I call up amendment
numbered 872.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is pending.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, in re-
cent years we have witnessed some
very serious and troubling discussions
in the Appropriations Defense Sub-
committee. We have noticed how
American fighting men and women are
being committed to engagements of all
kinds all around the world. We know
that the budget for the Defense Depart-
ment has come down dramatically.

I was one saying when the Berlin
Wall fell we could probably save 30 per-
cent or more of our military budget be-
cause we could cut back and still main-
tain the force we needed. We were in a
position where we were supposedly able
to pursue two major regional contin-
gencies at once. That was the theory.

Unfortunately, as we went farther
and farther into more assigned mis-
sions, it became very questionable
whether we could even do that. We
asked questions from both sides of the
aisle in our Appropriations Defense
Subcommittee hearings about the re-
sources we were providing for the De-
partment of Defense. I believe it was
about 2 years ago about this time of
year we had then-Secretary of Defense
Bill Cohen before our committee, a
former member of this body. We all re-
spect him greatly.

I asked point blank: Mr. Secretary,
do we have the money that is necessary
to support our fighting men and
women?

I believe his answer was something
like: We do not have the resources
available for the missions we have been
assigned.

That was the beginning of the real-
ization we had grossly underfunded the
Department of Defense.

I am very pleased we have a defense
supplemental before the Senate. I know
these are tight times. There has been
an effort to work with the administra-
tion, with the bipartisan leadership of
both bodies, to find how we can provide
vitally needed resources for the De-
partment of Defense. My personal view
is we may not have provided enough.
That is why I have offered this amend-
ment.

On May 24 of this year, the Associ-
ated Press ran a story on cannibaliza-
tion, the lack of military spare parts.
According to a GAO report, the Pen-
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tagon system for dispensing spare parts
for airplanes, tanks, and other equip-
ment is broken and officials are not
sure how to fix it. At least 154,000 times
a year a military mechanic takes a
part from one airplane and puts it on
another because a new spare part is not
on hand, according to the GAO.

This cannibalization is a very ques-
tionable process. It is a waste of time
and money. It costs 1 million extra
work hours a year and risks damaging
the aircraft, as well as the morale of
the mechanics doing the work, several
testified. Once cannibalized, a multi-
million-dollar aircraft can sit idle for
months or years, said Neal Curtin, GAO
Director of Defense Issues. In one case,
about 400 parts were removed from a
plane that eventually had to be shipped
by truck to the maintenance depot to
be rebuilt. Witnesses said the cannibal-
ization is widespread because the serv-
ices are trying to maintain readiness
on an aging fleet in a time of increased
deployments.

LTG Michael Zettler, Deputy Chief of
Staff for Air Force Installation, said
cannibalization is only used when it is
absolutely mission critical, and ac-
knowledged in a prepared statement
that it is done more than is desirable
but blames some of it on design prob-
lems showing up years after abuse, re-
sulting in a widespread need for more
parts than specified, and fewer compa-
nies are making fewer parts—having
left the market during the Pentagon
1990 downsizing.

Pentagon spokesman RADM Craig
Quigley said: You do what you need to
do given the availability of parts. It is
largely an issue of funding. I use the
family car as a good example. The
older it gets, the more repairs you will
do, but it is expensive to buy a new car.

This GAO report follows an earlier
report that said the Department inven-
tory management is ineffective and re-
sults in excessive stocks of some parts
more than others. Though the problem
has been under scrutiny since 1990 and
the services have formed committees,
study groups, and programs to fix it, no
one has the statistics on how big the
problem is, according to the GAO Di-
rector. Because they view cannibaliza-
tion as a symptom of spare part short-
ages, they have not closely analyzed
other possible causes or made con-
certed efforts to measure the full ex-
tent of the practice.

The Pentagon has been unable to
document how many times it is done,
the reasons, or how much time and
money it has cost. It also cannot deter-
mine which cannibalizations are nec-
essary, what alternatives are available,
what improvements or changes need to
be implemented, to what extent morale
would be increased by reducing the
workload.

My point in going through that arti-
cle is simply to note that we are in a
sorry situation where we are preparing
to send our air men and women into
combat without the spare parts we
need. We grab a part from a Hangar
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Queen, another aircraft that is increas-
ingly disabled, and take that one part
to keep the planes flying. That means
the planes we are cannibalizing are less
and less able to carry out their as-
signed mission.

My amendment is, I believe and I
hope, a responsible amendment which
adds $1.430 billion for the fiscal year to
the Defense Department. I believe the
money is desperately needed by forces
and can be spent in what remains of
the fourth quarter of the current fiscal
year. The amendment is operative only
if and to the extent that the President
declares it an emergency. The Presi-
dent would have control over whether
to spend these funds. They could only
be spent in the current fiscal year on
problems which are very serious and
which we understand from our sources
are in dire need.

This amendment includes funds that
will be directed exclusively to oper-
ations and maintenance and personnel
accounts of each of the four services.
This is money the Pentagon, in our
view, needs right now to ensure that
critical repairs and training are not de-
layed further. Our troops need to be-
lieve there is truth behind our words
and that help is, indeed, on the way.

Consider this pressing challenge, the
parts shortages and cannibalization
from other pieces of equipment to
which I just referred, specifically to
aircraft. It is required throughout the
military to keep our aging equipment
going. To give an idea of the impact of
the shortages, the GAO report found
that shortcomings in spare parts in-
crease maintenance costs by forcing
maintainers to do things such as can-
nibalize needed parts from other air-
craft, taking parts from one airplane to
another to get one operational, mean-
ing it takes two airplanes to get one
ready to go. That essentially doubles
the maintainer workloads, turning one
repair into two.

Parts swapping also pushes costs up
by increasing part failure rates. Com-
ponents are more susceptible to break-
down when they are removed from one
unit to another. Previously-installed
parts have shorter in-service life than
new parts.

When maintainers cannot do what
they have been trained to do—that is,
to fix airplanes—that leads to lower re-
tention rates. The people who are in
the job of doing the very critical
work—making sure we provide the very
best machines for our pilots—leave and
go into the private sector. It is demor-
alizing to watch the mission-capable
rates of airplanes drop due to a lack of
spare parts. The maintainers want
nothing more than to be provided the
equipment and parts they need to do
their jobs.

I applaud and thank the President for
his initiative in submitting this supple-
mental, but I do differ with the admin-
istration’s view that the funding cur-
rently provided is sufficient. Saying we
will solve the problem in fiscal year
2002 is not going to help the problems
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we currently face as a result of the cir-
cumstances we have created. Our
troops are tired of hearing us say help
is on the way, only to be disappointed
when it never comes.

It is time for us to show them that
we, indeed, want to provide them the
resources they need efficiently and
safely to do the missions we give them.
There are far too many examples of
services being forced into situations
where they must borrow from oper-
ations and maintenance accounts just
to keep operations going and to pur-
chase much-needed spare parts and
equipment. Meanwhile, infrastructure
continues to deteriorate at an alarm-
ing rate.

I will have printed in the RECORD ex-
cerpts from testimony of our most sen-
ior military personnel before the House
Armed Services Committee in Sep-
tember of last year. For the benefit of
my colleagues, allow me to read just a
few.

From Admiral Vern Clark, Chief of
Naval Operations, Department of the
Navy:

I currently have a backlog of . . . $5.5 bil-
lion in infrastructure. . . . We are currently
not funding this account sufficiently so that
we arrest the growth in critical backlog and
we have to do better.

General Shelton had this to say:

We can ill afford to take away from the
current readiness accounts today. In fact, in
some cases I think you’ve heard the Chiefs
say they’ve still got shortfalls. . . . We have
got to find a way—and that means more
money to be able to modernize the force.

Madam President, there are quotes
from other members of the Joint
Chiefs, and others, pointing out just
how far we have come and how much
further we need to go. This amendment
before us provides $27 million for the
Marine Corps. During last month’s tes-
timony, General Jones, the Marine
Corps Commandant, told me he would
have to find this money elsewhere by
reprogramming funds if he did not re-
ceive it prior to the end of the fiscal
year.

Real property maintenance shortfalls
remain incredibly high. Just consider a
recent report that two-thirds of the
Army National Guard installations will
maintain a status of C-4, which means
‘“‘significantly impairs mission per-
formance.” Installations continue to
deteriorate because the funding we are
providing is not sufficient to halt the
decline.

Madam President, the current sup-
plemental does not begin to reverse the
slide in real property maintenance, and
we cannot be sure future budgets will
either. My colleague from Delaware,
Senator BIDEN, refrained from offering
an amendment to this supplemental
that would have added $204 million for
additional Blackhawk helicopters, but
he made the point our Army aviation
program is in deep trouble and is in
dire need of additional funds if we are
to get it back on track.

I came to the floor a month or so ago
to point out that in the National Guard
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in Missouri, 75 percent of the heli-
copters are not operational. If we were
running a museum, that would not be
bad. But we expect our National Guard
to be ready to be called on in a na-
tional emergency, and I can guarantee
in our State of Missouri, and every
other State, when there is a natural
disaster, whether it is a flood, tornado,
fire, or some other disaster, we want to
be able to call on the National Guard.
Three out of four planes in the Mis-
souri National Guard are not air-
worthy. That means not only are they
not ready, but the men and women who
are supposed to fly them cannot train
in them.

This is a serious situation that af-
fects all branches of the Active and Re-
serve and the Guard. No matter where
we turn, we find pressing needs both in
our readiness accounts and in our mod-
ernization accounts. That is why I
think it is essential we plus-up the cur-
rent supplemental. Every dollar
counts. I hope we can find support for
it. I know the Members of this body un-
derstand the situation. I have been as-
sured by people at the Pentagon that
funding I seek to add could and would
be used to fund current needs, and
therefore I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment that adds slightly
more than $1.4 billion to the supple-
mental.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
yield myself just a couple of minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I have great respect
for the Senator from Missouri. I am
constrained to advise him, Senator
BYRD and I gave our word to the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and
Budget that we would not include any
emergency funds in this supplemental
appropriations bill this year. We did so
because we were informed that there
was, in fact, a substantial increase re-
quest to be presented by the President
for the year 2002. We have, as all Mem-
bers of the Senate know, received that
request. It is substantial—over $18 bil-
lion. This money that is in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri
could not be spent before that would be
available anyway.

So I hope the Senator might consider
relying upon us to work with him in
the future and help us honor our com-
mitment to the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget.

I see my good friend from Hawaii
seeks some time. Would he like to com-
ment also?

Mr. INOUYE. Yes, if I may.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield to the Senator
from Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. I wish to advise my col-
leagues that in crafting this supple-
mental bill we considered two criteria,
and both of them were requested by the
Republican administration, requested
by the Department of Defense.
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First, any program receiving supple-
mental funding must be able to execute
this funding during the current fiscal
year. The current fiscal year ends in
215 months, just a few days away. Sec-
ond, that the funding could not wait
until fiscal year 2002. It is the view of
President Bush that the supplemental
request has satisfied this objective.

I believe the modest changes made by
the committee have improved this
measure, increasing readiness and
health care funding by $229 million.

I will remind the Senate that from
fiscal year 1994 to fiscal year 2001, the
Congress added $49 billion to the DOD
budget, much of it for wvarious pro-
grams that concern the distinguished
Senator from Missouri, in some cases
operation and maintenance funds ap-
propriated for the same activities iden-
tified in the supplemental request,
such as spare parts, base operations,
and depot maintenance.

My point 1is, the Defense Sub-
committee has a demonstrated record
of considering both the funded and the
unfunded requirements of the Depart-
ment before marking up a piece of leg-
islation. The funding provided in this
bill, most respectfully, I believe meets
the urgent needs of the military within
the funding constraints set by the
budget resolution for fiscal year 2001
approved by this body.

This act avoids emergency spending
to demonstrate fiscal restraint. Much
of the funding proposed by this amend-
ment could not be spent responsibly in
25 months. The Department would
struggle to obligate the funds before
the end of the fiscal year. Some would
even be obligated to cover workload at
the maintenance depots that would
carry over to next year in violation of
the Department’s own restrictions.

I point out to the Senator from Mis-
souri that the Appropriations Com-
mittee has addressed programs that he
seeks to fund with his amendment.
Specifically, runway repairs for the
Masirah Airfield in Oman are addressed
in the military construction section.
The committee has addressed the
Army’s second destination transport
costs. Those funds were reduced in the
bill passed by the House. It seems that
the unfunded requirement Ilist sub-
mitted to the Senator is currently out-
dated.

So for all the above reasons, Madam
President, I therefore must oppose this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
wonder if the Senator from Missouri
would yield 2 or 3 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I would
be happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri controls 36 seconds.

Mr. BOND. How much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska controls 10 minutes
in opposition.

Mr. BOND. How much in support?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri controls 36 seconds.

Mr. BOND. Thirty-six seconds. I
would like to reserve the 36 seconds.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield the Senator
from Arkansas 4 or 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator from Alaska
for yielding a brief period of time out
of order.

I express my gratitude and my appre-
ciation to Senator STEVENS for his
willingness to accept into the man-
agers’ amendment an amendment I had
proposed that provides $24 million in
emergency funding that is offset in the
amendment but is essential for cleanup
from devastating ice storms in the
States of Arkansas and Oklahoma.

I also express my appreciation to the
chairman, Chairman BYRD, for his co-
operation in this very vital funding.

I will make my comments brief. I
know there are many desiring to speak
and many amendments we are consid-
ering. But while December of 2000 has
come and gone, and many have forgot-
ten those many months ago, it will not
be a time that is quickly forgotten in
the State of Arkansas. It is certainly a
time I will never forget.

For many, it was anything but a
merry holiday season. On December 12,
and again on December 26, Arkansas
was hit by two major winter storms.
The Arkansas Department of Emer-
gency Services said: ‘“These two storms
combined created the most widespread
and financially devastating disasters in
our state’s history.”

Life in most parts of Arkansas came
to a halt as snow, sleet, and 2 to 4
inches of ice covered much of my State
for weeks. To the Senator from Alaska,
that may not sound like much, but I
will tell you, the damage, the devasta-
tion that was done was unparalleled
and unprecedented in Arkansas his-
tory.

As a result of the December 12 storm,
more than 250,000 Arkansans lost
power. At the time, that was consid-
ered the worst storm in 70 years.

By the time the first storm passed,
more than 40 counties in Arkansas had
been declared disaster areas. FEMA of-
ficials came in and said they would be
in the State to do preliminary damage
assessments on December 26, but they
could not do it on December 26 because
on Christmas morning Arkansans
awoke to sleet, which turned to freez-
ing rain by late afternoon and contin-
ued for 3 days. Western Arkansas was
covered with more than 3 inches of ice.
Power lines were down, homes and ve-
hicles were damaged by falling limbs,
and over half a million electrical cus-
tomers lost their power just at the
time many of them had their power re-
stored from the first storm.

Arkansas received a Federal disaster
declaration on December 29. Eventu-
ally, 656 out of 75 Arkansas counties
were declared disaster areas.

Despite the recovery efforts, many
scars are going to remain in Arkansas
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for years and years to come. It is July
and the Forest Service personnel are
still working to remove damaged tim-
ber, reopen roads and trails, and repair
facilities.

The Ouachita National Forest in
western and central Arkansas took the
brunt of the damage. The weight of the
ice brought down an estimated 500 mil-
lion board feet of timber. Now that
Forest Service personnel have fought
their way into many of the most re-
mote areas of the forest, that estimate
may increase to as much as 800 million
board feet.

I personally visited the forest this
spring. I was shocked at the extent of
the damage. All 1.8 million acres of the
Ouachita National Forest were dam-
aged to some extent. Twenty-six hun-
dred miles of roads and six hundred and
twenty-five miles of trails were closed
or blocked. Roads, trails, and recre-
ation areas in the heaviest damaged
areas remain closed even to this day.

Now fire experts have evaluated the
fuel loading in the forest and found
that it is more than 10 times normal
levels. Normally, there is about 5 tons
of timber lying on the forest floor per
acre. After the storms, that number
jumped from 40 to 60 tons per acre. And
in the hardest hit areas you get a little
idea of it: The hardest hit areas have 80
tons of fuel per acre.

Wildfires on a 1.8 million-acre forest
are difficult to respond to under nor-
mal conditions, but roads and trails
into the most remote parts of the
Ouachita are still impassable.

So as the threat of fire grows with
each passing summer month, my main
concern is for the 843,000 Arkansans
living along and around the Ouachita
National Forest. And that doesn’t in-
clude the three ranger districts in
Oklahoma that are of interest to Sen-
ator NICKLES and Senator INHOFE as
well.

The Forest Service is doing every-
thing it can, but if this situation does
not change, in the next two summers
we will see uncontrollable wildfires in
the Ouachita National Forest.

So I appreciate this $24 million being
included in the managers’ amendment.
I repeat the words of the Arkansas De-
partment of Emergency Services:
“These two storms combined created
the most widespread and financially
devastating disasters in our state’s his-
tory.” It is now impacting tourism. It
is impacting our entire economy.

I have been working with the Forest
Service, and I believe this $24 million
will provide the kind of relief to ensure
the proper cleanup of that fuel in the
Ouachita National Forest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank Senators
STEVENS and BYRD and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Missouri.

AMENDMENT NO. 872, WITHDRAWN

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I claim

the remaining time I have.
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I appreciate very much the very
strong statements made by the chair-
man and the ranking member of the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee.
These are men of great experience,
dedication, and understanding. I look
forward to working with them to
achieve what we think is vitally impor-
tant in filling the readiness gap.

Madam President, I would like to
have been able to pass the amendment
that I have introduced, but having
learned to count in third grade and
having some experience counting in
this body, I defer to the greater wisdom
of the senior Members and request that
my amendment be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

AMENDMENT NO. 863

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now turn to my amendment, No.
863.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
McCAIN be permitted to offer his
amendment upon completion of debate
on the Feingold amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN, and the
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr.
KERRY, be added as original cosponsors
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President,
this amendment strengthens America’s
contribution to the Global Fund for
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria,
the plagues of the 21st century, and
some of the foremost threats to secu-
rity in the world. To pay for this fund-
ing increase, my amendment would
make additional rescissions in procure-
ment funds for the troubled V-22 Os-
prey program.

The global HIV/AIDS pandemic
threatens security and stability around
the world in a chillingly comprehen-
sive way.

As Dr. Donald Berwick movingly
wrote last month in the Washington
Post:

The earth has AIDS; 36.1 million people at
the end of the year 2000. In Botswana, 36 per-
cent of adults are infected with HIV; in
South Africa 20 percent. Three million hu-
mans died of AIDS in the year 2000, 2.4 mil-
lion of them in sub-Saharan Africa. That is
a Holocaust every two years; the entire pop-
ulation of Oregon, Iowa, Connecticut or Ire-
land dead last year, and next year, and next.
More deaths since the AIDS epidemic began
than in the Black Death of the Middle Ages.
It is the most lethal epidemic in recorded
history.

The International Crisis Group, or
ICG, is a well-respected private, multi-
national organization founded to build
international capacity to prevent and
contain conflict. Many of my col-
leagues are familiar with their reports
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on international hot spots from Mac-
edonia to Burundi.

The ICG recently released a report
entitled “HIV/AIDS as a security
issue.”” This report states:

Where it reaches epidemic proportions,
HIV/AIDS can be so pervasive that it de-
stroys the very fibre of what constitutes a
nation: individuals, families and commu-
nities; economic and political institutions;
military and police forces. It is likely then
to have broader security consequences, both
for the nations under assault and for their
neighbors, trading partners, and allies.

The report goes on to note that the
crisis also affects personal security. As
was noted on this floor recently, some
reports indicate that if current trends
continue, 15-year-olds in some of the
most severely-affected countries will
actually be more likely than not to die
of AIDS.

The crisis affects economic security.
Analysts predict that in Botswana, the
pandemic will reduce government reve-
nues by 7 percent, while the costs of
fighting the disease increase by 15 per-
cent.

The crisis affects communal security.
In Lusaka, Zambia, I visited an or-
phanage, of sorts, where committed
volunteers worked by day with nearly
500 children orphaned by AIDS. But by
night, there was space for only fifty of
these children. The rest were on the
streets.

By 2020, some 40 million African chil-
dren will have lost one or both parents
to the disease. In Zimbabwe, even the
healthy find it increasingly difficult
simply to attend the many funerals of
their families and friends and still ful-
fill their job responsibilities.

The crisis affects national security.
According to UNAIDS, in sub-Saharan
Africa, some military forces have in-
fection rates five times higher than
those of their civilian populations.

The crisis affects international secu-
rity. Sub-Saharan Africa is in the
midst of an urgent crisis. Infection
rates are on the rise in Eastern Europe,
Central Asia, South Asia, and the Car-
ibbean. The consequences of this pan-
demic at all societal levels poses a seri-
ous threat to international peace and
stability. Our country’s prosperity and
progress cannot be divorced from the
global context in which we live.

That HIV/AIDS is a security issue is
no longer revolutionary thinking. In
January of last year, the National In-
telligence Council produced an intel-
ligence estimate entitled ‘“The Global
Infectious Disease Threat and Its Im-
plications for the United States,” a re-
port which framed the issue in much
the same fashion.

Secretary of State Colin Powell said
recently that he ‘“‘know[s] of no enemy
in war more insidious or vicious than
AIDS, an enemy that poses a clear and
present danger to the world.”

But while many have absorbed the
astounding—in many ways terrifying—
statistics about this crisis, and many,
including our Secretary of State, ap-
pear to have grasped its terrible impli-
cations, the U.S. policy response re-
mains woefully inadequate.
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We have all talked about the need to
do more. Today we have an oppor-
tunity actually to do it.

Of course, addressing AIDS takes
leadership, and as the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations Sub-
committee on Africa, I am aware of the
difference that energized leadership,
such as that exhibited in Uganda and
Senegal, makes and that it makes a
critical difference when countries take
on in a meaningful manner the fight
against AIDS.

But America’s leadership is required
as well. UN Secretary General Kofi
Annan has called for a global fund to
fight AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria.
This is a true emergency affecting na-
tional security. The United States
must answer the call.

My amendment would increase fund-
ing for this vital effort by $593 million.
And the funding in this amendment is
completely paid for. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, this
amendment is budget neutral. The
amendment offsets the increased fund-
ing, dollar for dollar, with reductions
in procurement of the troubled V-22
Osprey program.

Over the last 2 decades, HIV/AIDS
has infected 60 million people, killed
more than 20 million people, slashed
life expectancies, and has left millions
of orphans in its wake. We now know
to a certainty the national security re-
ality of the AIDS pandemic. But even
after 20 years of research, development,
and testing, we still don’t know if the
V-22 Osprey will work.

This amendment would not endanger
the integrity of the Osprey production
line, nor would it affect money that
has been obligated as of April 2001.

But serious questions and concerns
continue to cloud the Osprey program.
Thirty Marines have died in Osprey
crashes since 1991. Unanswered ques-
tions remain regarding the validity of
maintenance records and the safety
and viability of this aircraft.

The final report of the blue ribbon
panel appointed by former Secretary of
Defense William Cohen to review the
program recommended a ‘‘phased ap-
proach’ to proceeding with the Osprey
program. The blue ribbon panel con-
cluded that the Osprey ‘‘is not ready
for operational use.”

I agree with that conclusion. I also
concur with the panel’s recommenda-
tion that procurement should be re-
duced to the minimum necessary to
maintain the production line until the
myriad design and safety problems are
addressed and further testing is done to
ensure that this aircraft is safe. My
amendment does just that.

The underlying bill rescinds $513 mil-
lion in Osprey procurement funds—$150
million from the Navy and $363 million
from the Air Force. While I am pleased
that the underlying bill zeros out the
Air Force procurement budget for the
Osprey, it still leaves about $944 mil-
lion in the Navy’s aircraft procurement
account for a program that has been
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grounded indefinitely and that is head-
ed back into the research, develop-
ment, testing, and evaluation stage for
the foreseeable future.

The committee report accompanying
this bill says that this funding will be
used to procure eleven of the Marine
Corps version of the aircraft, the deep-
ly flawed MV-22. This is five fewer Os-
preys than were authorized for fiscal
year 2002, but in my view, it is still
eleven more than we should build this
year.

My amendment would rescind an ad-
ditional $594 million intended for the
Osprey from the Navy’s aircraft pro-
curement account. It leaves enough
funding in place to maintain the integ-
rity of the production line, and it does
not affect the funding that the Navy
has obligated for this program as of
April 2001.

Based on the formula that was used
when the Navy suspended production
on two other troubled aircraft pro-
grams, the T-45A and the SH-60F, the
minimum required to sustain the pro-
duction line for the MV-22 is about $350
million. In the case of the T-45A, the
Navy maintained the production line
with 28 percent of its original funding;
34 percent of the funding was main-
tained for the SH-60F. The $350 million
that my amendment would leave in
place is the average of what the Navy
left in place to maintain the produc-
tion lines for these two programs.

We know the Osprey is broken. The
Navy and Marine Corps are working on
ways to fix it. And we should allow
that process to move forward. But, we
should not spend scarce taxpayer re-
sources on building new Ospreys that
will require costly and extensive retro-
fitting later.

So I think this is a great example of
where we have to make a choice, and I
think the choice is clear.

My amendment would scale back
funding on a troubled program that
plainly needs a thorough review. And it
would increase our response to the
world’s greatest urgent threat to
human life, the AIDS pandemic.

AIDS is a security issue, but it is also
unquestionably a moral one. Our re-
sponse is a measure of our humanity.
We are not civilized, we are not just,
and we cannot lay claim to common
decency, if we simply accept millions
of deaths and dismiss them as simply
the problem of another continent.

Sadly, we are living in a time of
plague. We have an obligation to fight
it. History will judge us all.

Last month, the UN General Assem-
bly conducted a special session on the
pandemic. Let us begin today to match
our response to our rhetoric. This
amendment is fiscally responsible, it is
the right thing to do, it is in the U.S.
interest, and it reflects our national
values. I urge my colleagues to support
it.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from Arkan-
sas?
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Mr. BYRD. How much time do we
have, I ask the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are b minutes each under the control of
the managers, and 8% minutes is under
the control of the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. BYRD. How much time does the
Senator from Arkansas want?

Mrs. LINCOLN. If either the Senator
from Alaska or the Senator from West
Virginia will yield it, I will need about
3 or 4 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I
am simply here to extend my heartfelt
thanks to the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee and to Senator
STEVENS from Alaska for the people of
Arkansas.

Right before we broke for the Fourth
of July recess, I joined with my col-
league, JIM INHOFE from Oklahoma, in
writing to both the chairman and the
ranking member to express to them
our concern on behalf of our constitu-
ents. During the winter of 2001, our
home States of Arkansas and OKla-
homa suffered through some of the
most devastating storms in recorded
history. On December 29, 2000, Presi-
dent Clinton declared a major disaster
for our States, triggering the release of
Federal funds to help people and com-
munities recover from the severe ice
storms that had blanketed our home
States.

Unfortunately, the assistance pro-
vided to date has not been sufficient in
getting our communities back on their
feet. Farmers, ranchers, and
timberland owners have been hardest
hit. These ice storms added more than
10 times the normal amount of downed
timber on the ground in Arkansas’
Ouachita National Forest.

This year, Arkansas and OKklahoma
have the potential to have one of the
worst fire seasons in our history. With
the massive amount of fuel on the
ground, wildfires will burn extremely
hot and fast, which will make it dif-
ficult to control or to contain. With
the funding outlined in the emergency
supplemental bill, our residents can
complete the cleanup effort while also
working to prevent massive forest fires
this fall.

It would not be possible without the
wonderful bipartisan working relation-
ship of these two gentlemen who have
worked steadfastly with both of our
delegations to make sure we can pro-
vide our residents with what they need
in order to keep our families, our for-
ests, and certainly our communities
safe. I thank both of these Senators on
behalf of my constituents in Arkansas
for the work they have been willing to
put into this effort.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas for her exceed-
ingly kind remarks concerning my ef-
forts and the efforts of my distin-
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guished colleague, Senator STEVENS
from Alaska. There need not be any
doubt in anybody’s mind that the Sen-
ator stands up for her constituents and
ably represents them. This is just an-
other example of that.

Madam President, how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has 2% min-
utes. The Senator from Alaska has 5
minutes. The Senator from Wisconsin
has 8% minutes.

The Senator from Alaska is recog-
nized.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
from West Virginia for allowing me to
proceed on this amendment. I do op-
pose the amendment Senator FEINGOLD
has offered. I do so because of my great
interest in this system.

The V-22 represents the best new
technology in aeronautics adapted by
the military air system that I have
seen in my time in the Senate. Unfor-
tunately, it has had some bad cir-
cumstances, and we all regret deeply
the difficulty it has had.

I have spent a considerable amount
of time with the Marines, in particular,
on this system and have discussed
them personally with the Commandant
of the Marine Corps. I will be very brief
in saying that I believe this amend-
ment is untimely and it is not in the
best interests of our Marine Corps sys-
tem.

I do believe, as the Commandant has
written to me today, that the V-22 Os-
prey is the Marine Corps’ No. 1 avia-
tion priority. I think we should be very
slow to terminate or disturb such a
system which is being developed in the
best interests of our men and women in
the Marines.

In particular, if it proves successful,
as I pray it will, it will take our men
and women across the beach. We will
not see visions again in any war of our
people hitting the beach and being
slaughtered at the edge of the water.
They will be able to fly from smaller
ships and all over the place and enter
into any battle zone by air, and they
will have a better opportunity of sur-
vival and success in defending our Na-
tion’s interests in a time of war. It is a
military asset of great value to our De-
partment of Defense.

I intend to oppose the amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter sent to me today by General
James L. Jones, Commandant of the
Marine Corps, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JuLy 10, 2001.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS, the restructuring
of the V-22 program as recommended by the
Panel to Review the V-22 resulted in pro-
posed changes to the FY0l funding profile.
Those changes were presented in the Admin-
istration’s FY2001 Supplemental request.
Your committee subsequently marked the
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program, making adjustments to the Navy
funding and zeroing the Air Force procure-
ment funding. While the Marine Corps would
prefer that the Air Force remain an active
participant at this stage of the V-22 program
restructure, we understand your Commit-
tee’s mark. That mark does allow the pro-
gram to remain viable.

Unfortunately, Amendment 863 of S. 1077,
currently being considered on the floor of
the Senate, so radically reduces aircraft pro-
curement funding that the resultant effect is
termination of the V-22 program in FY 2001.

As you know, Senator Stevens, the V-22
Osprey is the Marine Corps’ number one
aviation priority. It will revolutionize com-
bat assault in a manner not seen since the
introduction of the helicopter more than 50
years ago. The V-22 Osprey is the only
vertical lift, assault support aircraft that
provides the combination of range, speed,
and payload which fulfills the Marine Corps’
medium lift requirement. The Osprey met or
exceeded all Marine Corps’ key performance
requirements and is projected to meet or ex-
ceed all Air Force/SOCOM key requirements.
It carries three times as much, five times as
far, twice as fast as the Vietnam era CH-46
Sea Knight it is replacing. The V-22 Osprey
is a key enabler allowing Marine expedi-
tionary forces to rapidly respond to unpre-
dictable, unstable situations throughout the
world. Additionally, the V-22 is also the only
vertical lift aircraft that can rapidly self-de-
ploy to meet USSOCOM’s mission require-
ment—completion of the critical long-range
infiltration/exfiltration mission in one pe-
riod of darkness.

Senator Stevens, a better course of action
would be to support the Review Panel’s rec-
ommendation to restructure the V-22 pro-
gram that uses a phased approach to a return
to flight and tactical introduction. However,
the amendment currently under consider-
ation by the Senate would cause a produc-
tion line shut down and any remaining FY01
funding would be used to terminate the con-
tract. Other potential impacts include:

Labor rate increases due to business base
reduction;

Production loss of learning due to poten-
tial layoffs (loss of experience, going back up
the curve);

Inflation cost increases due to moving
quantities to the right;

Material burden increases;

Material cost increases due to economies
of scale impacts (quantity reductions);

Vendor elimination causing loss of learn-
ing for materials and re-qualification costs;

Obsolescence costs and other non-recurring
cost;

Increased manufacturing inefficiency; and

Personnel layoff.

Should quantities change for V-22, labor
wrap rates for other Bell and Boeing Pro-
grams would also be adversely impacted.

Senator Stevens, clearly these negative
impacts were not intended by the Panel to
Review the V-22, the Administration’s re-
structuring of the program or your Com-
mittee mark-up of the FY2001 Supplemental
bill. In a world that is often chaotic and un-
predictable, the V-22 Osprey provides the Na-
tion with an aircraft that can deal with any
situation—from humanitarian relief to full
combat operations. I request your support to
keep this critical program viable as the
FY2001 Supplemental request proceeds
through the Senate.

I have provided a similar letter to Chair-
man Inouye, requesting his support.

Semper Fidelis,
JAMES L. JONES,
General, U.S. Marine Corps,
Commandant of the Marine Corps.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield the remainder
of my time to the Senator from Ha-
waii.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I re-
alize that time is limited. If I may, I
will quote from the letter dated July
10, 2001, from the Commandant of the
U.S. Marine Corps, GEN James L.
Jones. I believe this one paragraph, the
third paragraph, says it all:

As you know, Senator Stevens, the V-22
Osprey is the Marine Corps’ number one
aviation priority. It will revolutionize com-
bat assault in a manner not seen since the
introduction of the helicopter more than 50
years ago. The V-22 Osprey is the only
vertical lift assault weapon aircraft that pro-
vides the combination of range, speed, and
payload, which fulfills the Marine Corps’ me-
dium 1lift requirement. The Osprey met or ex-
ceeded all Marine Corps’ key performance re-
quirements. . It carries three times as
much, five times as far, twice as fast as the
Vietnam era CH-46 Sea Knight it is replac-
ing. The V-22 Osprey is a key enabler, allow-
ing Marine expeditionary forces to rapidly
respond to unpredictable, unstable situations
throughout the world.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, this
amendment will wipe out the V-22 pro-
gram, and if at a later time we find it
necessary to revive that program, it
will cost billions.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, of
course, I have enormous regard for
both speakers in opposition, the Sen-
ator from Alaska and the Senator from
Hawaii, but I want them to know how
carefully we crafted this amendment to
avoid the consequence they both men-
tioned.

This amendment does not kill the Os-
prey program. It is not inconsistent
with the statement of the Senator from
Alaska that this may well turn out to
be the best new technology. It is not
inconsistent with the Commandant’s
letter where he says this is the No. 1
priority of the Marines. We do not con-
tradict that at all.

In fact, I respect the fact there is a
real effort out there to try to fix the
problems with the Osprey. This does
not kill the Osprey program. I under-
stand some of our people sadly have
died in these helicopters, but I also
know yesterday there was an unfortu-
nate accident involving the helicopters
they want to replace.

I want to be candid about this. There
may well be a need for an improved
helicopter. This amendment does not
kill the Osprey program, and that is
the only argument that has been made
against the amendment.

The amendment is carefully crafted.
What this amendment allows is to have
the research and the consideration that
needs to be done on the Osprey actu-
ally completed, to have the tests done,
to make sure people are going to be
safe in this helicopter, and at the same
time allow Senators to vote to do what
they must do: To enhance the inter-
national effort against the AIDS pan-
demic. It is truly a win-win proposition
that does not threaten the Osprey.
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Specifically, in response to the Com-
mandant’s letter that was just printed
in the RECORD, it simply is incorrect in
terms of the budget implications. This
amendment does not shut down the
production line. That is what is being
suggested, but it does not. There are
still Ospreys in various stages of con-
struction that are being built with
both fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year
2000 resources. We do not impact those
Ospreys. They will continue to be pro-
duced on the production line.

More important, the experts at the
GAO have specifically stated a very
different conclusion. According to the
GAO, the Osprey production line is cur-
rently being maintained with the com-
pletion of between four and seven
planes per calendar year. Four planes
were delivered to the Marines in 1999;
five were delivered in 2000; six planes
have been completed since December
2000 but have not yet been delivered be-
cause the fleet remains grounded and
no flight testing of those planes can
take place.

Each Osprey costs about $83 million
to produce. This amendment carefully
leaves in place—it does not wipe out
the program—3$350 million in fiscal year
2001 money, plus the $102 million the
Navy has already obligated, for a total
of $452 million remaining in the pro-
gram.

At $83 million per aircraft, this $452
million would purchase five Ospreys,
and given the current production rate,
as I just pointed out, no more than
seven Ospreys have been delivered in
any one calendar year anyway.

In my view and in the view of the
blue ribbon panel, this program should
be reduced to the minimum necessary
to maintain production until the air-
craft undergoes redesign and further
testing. It is still unclear how much
retrofitting will need to be done on the
existing Ospreys and how much it will
cost or if it will be cost-effective or
even possible to retrofit the existing
Ospreys. The Department of Defense
has said it will take about 1 year to do
the additional research and testing
needed to determine the status of the
Osprey program.

Clearly, if we are talking about budg-
et prudence and caution and making
sure we do not waste millions of dol-
lars, this amendment is the way to go.
It is prudent to wait and see what the
results of the tests are, obviously, be-
fore we increase the rate of production
above the current five to seven per
year.

I reiterate, we do not kill the Osprey
program. We do not stop it. We simply
make sure we only use it at the min-
imum level that it is currently at and
maintain the production line so it can
be studied and so the additional re-
sources that would have gone to it
make a serious contribution to the
fight against HIV/AIDS around the
world.

Madam President, how much time do
I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Il-
linois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
thank the Senator. I hope my col-
leagues who are following this debate
in their offices will pause for a moment
to consider what we are about. How
many times have we come to this Sen-
ate Chamber and voted for resolutions,
voted for ideas that say we are pledged
to fighting the AIDS epidemic in Afri-
ca? Sadly, it has almost become com-
monplace here.

We voted for amendments and budget
resolutions because, frankly, they are
messages we send out for the world to
read. But this amendment from the
Senator from Wisconsin is real. It is an
amendment which comes up with mil-
lions of dollars to deal with a crisis
that faces the world; not just a crisis
facing the United States, it faces the
world.

This crisis is the AIDS epidemic in
Africa. The Senator from Wisconsin
visited Africa a week or two before I
did last year. We both talked about it.
It was a profound, transforming experi-
ence to visit a continent that is con-
sumed with disease and to realize that
people with whom you are having cas-
ual conversations are likely to be the
casualty of those diseases. Whether it
is AIDS, tuberculosis, or malaria, Afri-
ca is dying.

The question for all of us who live in
this prosperity and wealth in the rest
of world is whether we care, and if we
care, it is not enough to pass a resolu-
tion saying we care. The important
test is whether we will put our money
on the table. That is the test not only
for this President and this administra-
tion, it is the test for all of us.

I support this amendment. I believe
the Senator from Wisconsin is showing
real leadership, and if all of the Sen-
ators who have voted for the resolu-
tions expressing their heartfelt concern
about this epidemic in Africa will come
forward and vote for this amendment, I
think we will have shown that we are
prepared to put our money where our
mouths have been.

I still think back to those moments
in Africa when I was visiting. I just
read on the way over here some of the
things I had written and about which I
had forgotten. I thought about going to
a clinic in Mbale, Uganda, and listen-
ing to a beautiful choir of Ugandans
who were all dying from AIDS, who set
up in front of us and sang a song enti-
tled, “Why Me, Why You, Why Him,
Why Her, Why Me.”’

As I looked into their eyes, 1
thought: I will never forget this, ever,
the courage I saw in that clinic.

Their courage should be matched by
our commitment. This disease, this
epidemic is not just destroying Africa;
it is a test for the rest of the world.
Will we respond to this holocaust of
the 21st century or will we turn away
and say the most prosperous nation in
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the world cannot come up with a sin-
gular symbolic contribution to end this
scourge?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Illinois not
only for his tremendous eloquence but
for his genuine compassion and com-
mitment on this issue. It is moving to
me to see a Senator stick to this effort
and be willing to race down to the
Chamber and speak in such a moving
way. I thank him and hope we get the
kind of vote this clear choice deserves.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, in
1983, at my request, we started the
Army’s infectious disease section to de-
termine whether there could be a cure
for AIDS or prevention of its trans-
mission. Since that time, we have
spent more money than all the world
put together in trying to defeat AIDS.
The way to help our great friends in
Africa is to find a way to cure AIDS
but not to take money from a system
that needs protection under the De-
partment of Defense.

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator have
anything further?

Mr. FEINGOLD. If the other Senators
yield their time, I will yield mine.

Mr. BYRD. I have a brief statement.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I reserve my time.

Mr. BYRD. I intend to move to table
if the Senator would like to speak prior
to that motion.

Mr. FEINGOLD. If the Senator wants
to proceed, I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. I oppose the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Wis-
consin, Mr. FEINGOLD. This amendment
provides funding to address the AIDS
epidemic, which is a problem of as-
tounding proportions affecting millions
in the world today. There is a very
laudable purpose behind the amend-
ment. Unfortunately, in my opinion,
the committee-reported bill which con-
tains $100 million for the Global AIDS
Program is a fair and commendable ap-
proach under the present cir-
cumstances and at the present time.
The $100 million for the Global AIDS
Program was included in the com-
mittee bill at my own request. I made
the request at the urging of the distin-
guished majority leader, Mr. DASCHLE.
The President did not request supple-
mental funds for this purpose, but we
worked in committee to identify non-
controversial offsets for this important
program.

I believe the committee has produced
a fair bill, a responsible bill, a balanced
bill. I believe the most effective way to
get this essential aid to the people who
need it is to approve the committee
bill, without this amendment, so the
bill can be taken to conference and
sent to the President for his signature.

I shall move to table and I do so with
apologies to the distinguished Senator
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from Wisconsin, who is, as I have al-
ready indicated, offering an amend-
ment that is laudable. I think we have
responded in the committee, and under
the circumstances I think the com-
mittee bill should be approved as is
with respect to this amendment.

I move to table the amendment, and
I ask for the yeas and nays on the mo-
tion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second. The yeas
and nays are ordered. The vote will be
delayed until later this evening under
the previous order.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized to de-
bate his amendment numbered 869,
with 2 hours equally divided. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I am
not quite ready with the amendment so
I suggest the absence of a quorum. I
understand the time will be taken from
my allotted time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Arizona.

AMENDMENT NO. 869, AS MODIFIED

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to send a modifica-
tion to my amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator’s modification
of his amendment?

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, reserv-
ing the right to object—I have no in-
tention of objecting—if we may just
study the modification momentarily?

Mr. McCAIN. Yes.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, the time to be
taken from both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I re-
move my reservation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment (No. 869), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

After section 3002, insert the following:

SEc. 3003. (a) In addition to the amounts
appropriated to the Department of Defense
for fiscal year 2001 by other provisions of this
Act or the Department of Defense Appropria-
tions Act, 2001 (Public Law 106-259), funds are
hereby appropriated, out of any funds in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2001, for purposes under
headings in the Department of Defense Ap-
propriations Act, 2001, and in amounts, as
follows:
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(1) Under the heading ‘‘MILITARY PER-
SONNEL, NAvy”, $181,000,000, of which
$1,000,000 shall be available for the supple-
mental subsistence allowance under section
402a of title 37, United States Code.

(2) Under the heading ‘‘MILITARY PER-
SONNEL, MARINE CORPS”’, $21,000,000.

(3) Under the heading ‘‘RESERVE PER-
SONNEL, NAvVY”, $1,800,000, which shall be
available for enhancement of force protec-
tion for United States forces in the Persian
Gulf region and elsewhere worldwide.

(4) Under the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, ARMY”’, $103,000,000.

(5) Under the heading ‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, NAVY”, $72,000,000, of which
$36,000,000 shall be available for enhancement
of force protection for United States forces
in the Persian Gulf region and elsewhere
worldwide.

(6) Under the heading ‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS’’, $6,000,000.

(7) Under the heading ‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE”’, $397,000,000.

(8) Under the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE”’, $21,000,000.

(9) Under the heading ‘‘OTHER PROCURE-
MENT, NAVY”’, $45,000,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2003, which
shall be available for enhancement of force
protection for United States forces in the
Persian Gulf region and elsewhere world-
wide.

(b) The amount appropriated by chapter 10
of title II to the Department of the Treasury
for Departmental Offices under the heading
‘““SALARIES AND EXPENSES” is hereby reduced
by $30,000,000.

(¢c) The matter in chapter 11 of title II
under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL AERONAUTICS
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION HUMAN SPACE
FLIGHT’ shall not take effect.

(RESCISSION)

(d) Of the unobligated balance of the total
amount in the Treasury that is to be dis-
bursed from special accounts established
pursuant to section 754(e) of the Tariff Act of
1930, $200,000,000 may not be disbursed under
that section.

(RESCISSIONS)

(e) The following amounts are hereby re-
scinded:

(1) Of the funds appropriated to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion under the heading ‘‘HUMAN SPACE
FLIGHT” in the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2001 (as enacted into law by Public Law
106-377), the following amounts:

(A) From the amounts for the life and
micro-gravity science mission for the human
space flight, $40,000,000.

(B) From the amount for the Electric Aux-
iliary Power Units for Space Shuttle Safety
Upgrades, $19,000,000.

(2) Of the funds appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Commerce for the National Institute
of Standards and Technology under the head-
ing ‘‘INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES” in
the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2001 (as enacted into law
by Public Law 106-553), $67,000,000 for the Ad-
vanced Technology Program.

(3) Of the funds appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Commerce for the International
Trade Administration under the heading

‘‘OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION,
$19,000,000 of the amount available for Trade
Development.

(4) Of the funds appropriated by chapter 1
of the Emergency Steel Loan Guarantee and
Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan
Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-51, $126,800,000.

(5) Of the funds appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Labor for the Employment and
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Training Administration under the heading
“TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES” in
the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001 (as en-
acted into law by Public Law 106-554), the
following amounts:

(A) From the amounts for Dislocated
Worker Employment and Training Activi-
ties, $41,500,000.

(B) From the amounts Adult Employment
and Training Activities, $100,000,000.

(6) Of the unobligated balance of funds pre-
viously appropriated to the Department of
Transportation for the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration that remain available for obli-
gation in fiscal year 2001, the following
amounts:

(A) From the amounts for Transit Plan-
ning and Research, $90,000,000.

(B) From the amounts for Job Access and
Reverse Commute Grants, $116,000,000.

Mr. McCAIN. I want to explain the
modifying amendment removes the off-
sets of title XI of the maritime sub-
sidies and also the cut in the Export-
Import Bank subsidy. So the remaining
offsets will remain. I will go through
those in a few minutes, but I want to
emphasize that both the Export-Import
Bank rescission and the Maritime
Guaranteed Loan Program have also
been removed. There have been in-
creases in the amounts of offsets for
transit planning and research to $90
million and job access to $116 million.
So I will now be glad to discuss that
with the managers of the bill, if they
have any additional questions.

I am pleased to have the support and
cosponsorship of Senators LIEBERMAN,
LANDRIEU, KYL, and CARNAHAN as CoO-
sponsors to this amendment.

Basically what it does is it adds a
total of $847.8 million in additional
spending, all of it for personnel, oper-
ations and maintenance, and a very
small amount, $45 million, for procure-
ment. So virtually all of this—$800 mil-
lion of the $847 million—is for the men
and women in the military, the Re-
serve personnel, including funds to re-
move sailors and Marines from food
stamps, and operations and mainte-
nance, which, as we all know, is very
badly underfunded.

This amendment funds the bare min-
imum that the military services have
said they need. We must prioritize our
spending and, in my judgment, fully
funding the readiness of our forces
must be our first obligation. This
amendment will add $847.8 million to
the defense portion of the supplemental
appropriations bill for fiscal year 2001,
yet it will not exceed the budget reso-
lution caps because it is fully offset by
12 separate rescissions from non-de-
fense programs. This amendment will
increase the President’s supplemental
budget request from $5.5 billion to $6.34
billion. Most of the funding offsets in
the amendment were added last year
by Congress in the fiscal year 2001 ap-
propriations bills and will not be obli-
gated by this October, according to
various agency heads. In other words,
much of the money I propose to rescind
will not be spent this year—no matter
how seemingly worthy the cause.
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Later this month, the President will
send to Congress the Pentagon’s Omni-
bus Reprogramming Request for Fiscal
Year 2001. I am told that the re-
programming request is about $850 mil-
lion. The services will have to repro-
gram or transfer critical money from
other key readiness and modernization
accounts to adequately pay and train
our service men and women. Our mili-
tary services, stretched thin and over-
worked, are raiding Real Property
Maintenance readiness funding—al-
ready $16 billion underfunded—and
other key accounts, just to ensure that
they can pay much-needed bonuses to
retain servicemembers.

We have sailors, soldiers, airmen, and
marines—some still on food stamps—
living in very old, dilapidated homes
because the military services keep re-
programming critical funds to shore up
other equally urgent needs. In Arizona,
for example, there are marines at
Yuma Marine Corps Air Station living
in World War II-era barracks. Base
Commanders tell me that they have de-
ferred maintenance for the past 10
years because they need to fund higher
priorities—and who can blame them.
We should fund the services ade-
quately, instead of forcing them to
make a Hobson’s choice.

Recent terrorist threats have clearly
demonstrated the dangerous impact of
the military funding shortfalls. In late
June, U.S. Navy 5th Fleet warships in
ports of the Persian Gulf, the Red Sea,
and the Gulf of Oman, were ordered to
sea, after several reports that Osama
Bin Laden, the world’s most notorious
terrorist, was said to be planning a
comprehensive attack on U.S. and
Israeli targets in the Mideast.

The U.S. ships had to leave port,
since the U.S. Coast Guard—which had
primary responsibility for protecting
U.S. Naval ships after the USS Cole at-
tack—had to pull out its port security
forces due to lack of adequate funding
or reimbursement from the U.S. Navy,
whose budget already is underfunded.
The U.S. Navy then had to implement
an emergency Presidential recall of
Navy Reservists, resulting in a nearly
$2 million unfunded liability not ad-
dressed in this supplemental. This
amendment pays for these critical
force protection efforts.

In 1998, the service chiefs confirmed
many of the alarming readiness defi-
ciencies that had been identified by
countless sources.

The imperative for increasing mili-
tary readiness and reforming our mili-
tary is as strong today as it was then,
It is my firm belief that as elected offi-
cials, providing for a strong national
defense is our most serious obligation.
Anyone who dismisses our readiness
problems, our concerns with morale
and personnel retention, and our defi-
ciencies in everything from spare parts
to training is blatantly ignoring the
dire reality of this situation.

Too often in the last century, we ig-
nored warnings from the military that
our armed forces were too weak to
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meet the many grave challenges they
face. Today, we must listen to our com-
manders, so as not to repeat the mis-
takes of the past.

The service chiefs have indicated
that they need at least $30 billion more
per year for modernization and readi-
ness accounts. Listen to detailed testi-
mony before the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees on Sep-
tember 27, 2000—just eight months
ago—Dby our current Joint Chiefs on the
underfunded needs of our military serv-
ices, and the dramatic, harmful con-
sequences likely to occur if we fail to
adequately fund these requirements.

General Henry H. Shelton, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

[Clontinuing to improve our current readi-
ness posture to desired levels while preparing
for tomorrow’s challenges will require addi-
tional resources. . The $60 billion pro-
jected by the QDR [for procurement] will not
be enough to get the job done.

General Shelton continues:

[OJlur long-term ability to sustain our
[military] equipment is slipping. One cause
is due to the negative effects of a higher
than planned tempo of operations on our
aging equipment. This high tempo and the
associated wear-and-tear require more fre-
quent maintenance and repair, further high-
lighting the need for recapitalization and
modernization of our forces. Moreover, we
have not been able to procure enough new
equipment to reduce the average age of our
force structure. It is also important to note
that we believe this higher maintenance
tempo has also had a deleterious effect on
the hardworking troops attempting to main-
tain this aging equipment, which directly
impact retention of our quality force. At
posts, camps and stations, such items as
housing, fuel lines and water lines, as well as
facilities where people work and live, have
outstripped their useful life. . . . and this di-
rectly impacts our ability to provide a de-
cent quality of life for our troops. .. . How
much more funding is needed? . .. Well in
excess of $60 billion is needed to maintain
our readiness.

Gen. HEric Shinseki, U.S. Army Chief
of Staff, testified that $30 billion more
per year is a move in the right direc-
tion, but even that does not take into
account Army transformation costs or
shortages in critical ammunition
needs:

We have training shortfalls in institutional
training, training support, training range
modernization, and combat training center
modernization. Real Property Maintenance
is currently funded at 75 percent of require-
ment, a funding level that will not slow or
prevent the ongoing deterioration of existing
Army facilities. . . . At this rate, it will
take the Army about 157 years to fully revi-
talize our infrastructure.

Any of my colleagues who read the
recent study conducted by the U.S.
Army about the personnel situation in
the U.S. Army today should be ap-
palled and deeply disturbed by the find-
ings of the U.S. Army about the lack of
confidence amongst the young men and
women about their leadership, about
their future, about their lack of desire
in retention. We are losing captains in
the U.S. Army at a greater rate than at
any time in the history of the U.S.
Army.
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Adm. Vern Clark, Chief of Naval Op-
erations, concurred in testimony that
$30 billion more in total each year is
required:

I am concerned about the inventory levels
of Precision Guided Munitions. . . . We are
still below the current warfighting require-
ment. The shortfall of precision munitions is
a major risk driver for our forces . . . with
our current inventory, execution of a second
MTW will rely more on the use of non-preci-
sion munitions, thereby increasing the risk
to our pilots and the potential for collateral
damage.

Madam President, I have a lot of
quotes.
Admiral Clark continues:

It is critical that we begin to fund 100 per-
cent of our manning, maintenance, ordnance,
modernization, recapitalization and training
requirements. . . . We have not been doing
that. Improving the quality of our work-
spaces requires a commitment to both Real
Property Maintenance and MILCON, both of
which are seriously underfunded.

Admiral Clark continues:

[M]anpower is our most urgent chal-
lenge. . . . In retention we remain below our
goal. [T]oday—

He is talking about last September—

I am 14,000 people short: almost 8,000 at
sea, and 6,000 ashore. That has to be re-
dressed soon. We are at war for people. It has
to be reflected in our budget. . . . [Alnd we
will need the help of Congress.

Gen. Michael E. Ryan, Air Force
Chief of Staff, testified that the Air
Force needs at least $11 billion more
per year:

[Alir Force readiness has not turned
around—at best these efforts have leveled off
the decline. . . . The overall combat readi-
ness of our combat units is down 23 percent
since 1996. Because we must assure the readi-
ness of our engaged forces overseas, we have
done it at the expense of our stateside units.
The reasons for these readiness declines have
their basis in operations tempo, past under-
funding of spares, dealing with older and
aging systems, and a workforce that is less
experienced because of retention declines.

General Ryan also contends:

[TThe Mission Capable (MC) rates of our
aircraft have continued to decline by over 10
percent since 1991. Mission Capable rates are
directly proportional to how much time an
aircraft is not available because of not hav-
ing parts in supply or because maintenance
work needs to be done on the aircraft to
make it ready. Some of our units are not
getting as much flying as they should get,
because of our inability to generate the air-
craft because of mission capability rates. We
have not had enough funding to do that ade-
quately.

He continues:

[T]he overall retention rate remains a seri-
ous concern. We fell below our end strength
authorization of 361,000 active duty members
by 5,300. ... And that is probably 5,000
under what is required. So a total of 10,000
short right now.

Madam President, I am again re-
minding my colleagues, I am talking
about testimony that was given last
September to the Armed Services Com-
mittee.

Enlisted retention levels are below
goal. . . . A shortage of 1200 pilots exists
today, the additional bonuses have made an
impact. [Moreover,] [blecause of funding
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shortfalls, we have significantly under-in-
vested in base operating support, Real Prop-
erty Maintenance, family housing, and mili-
tary construction. We cannot continue to
mortgage this area of our force readiness
without significant long-term effects. Over
the past six years we have averaged an in-
vestment in infrastructure at a 250-year re-
placement rate. Industry standard is 50
years. We have a $4.3 billion Real Property
Maintenance backlog.

The Commandant of the Marine
Corps, Gen. James L. Jones, testified
that the Marine Corps needs at least
$1.5 billion more per year for mod-
ernization alone, including $220 million
for basic ammunition:

We are at a point where failure to rectify
modernization and readiness shortfalls can
no longer be ignored. . . . It is readily appar-
ent that we are fast running out of short-
term fixes for budget shortfalls. One-time in-
creases in defense spending are not the solu-
tion. A sustained period of increased funding
is required in order to ensure the future
readiness of your Corps.

He continues:

[Tlhe countless hours of maintenance on
our aging ground systems directly impacts
the life of our Marines. Many of our aircraft
are approaching block obsolescence. The ma-
jority of our key aviation equipment is older
than the Marines who use it. . . . Since 1995,
the direct maintenance man-hours per hour
of flight increased by 33 percent and there
has been a 58 percent increase in our ‘‘can-
nibalization’ rate.

‘““Cannibalization” means stealing
parts from one airplane to make an-
other one operationally capable.

During the same time period the full mis-
sion capable rate, though still within accept-
able parameters, has decreased by 9.45 across
the force. These statistics represent data for
all Marine Corps aircraft and show a declin-
ing level of readiness.

General Jones also maintained that:

[W]e continue to have a deficit of approxi-
mately 10,000 family units. Our backlog of
Maintenance and Repair amounts to
over $600 million. Budget limitations force us
to make hard choices that result in funding
only our most critical construction require-
ments. Although we have reduced our
MILCON—

Military construction—
replacement cycle to approximately 100
years, it is still twice the industry standard.

The testimony to the service chiefs is
alarming. It underscores the rationale
for this amendment. It seeks simply to
respond to basic requirements of our
military services just until the end of
this fiscal year, which occurs in fewer
than 75 days from now.

The amendment will help our service
men and women recognize their Gov-
ernment’s firm commitment to: Ade-
quately provide for modernization; en-
suring equipment maintenance—in-
cluding reversing the deficiency in
spare parts availability—is adequately
funded; sufficiently funding critical
training needs, including flying hours;
beginning to resolve the broad pay and
benefits disparity that affects our serv-
ice men and women; starting to reverse
the high rates of attrition across the
services; continuing to take service
members off the food stamp rolls; and
ensuring at least minimum force pro-
tection efforts to help prevent further
U.S.S. Cole-type terrorist attack.
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I urge your support for this critical
amendment.

Madam President, I outlined short-
falls and deficiencies within the De-
partment of Defense that far exceed—
far, far exceed—this $847 million
amendment.

But I would point out that this ad-
ministration, with my wholehearted
support, and this Secretary of Defense
are doing everything they can to re-
structure and reorganize the military
and impose necessary savings. I believe
a very good faith effort is being made
on the other side of the river at the
Pentagon. I am proud of the efforts
Secretary Rumsfeld is making. I look
forward eagerly to supporting him in
whatever conclusions and rec-
ommendations they make because he
has gathered together some of the best
military minds in America to come up
with these proposals.

But they have not been forthcoming
yet. We have some very deep and severe
short-term needs. I was fully expect-
ing—fully expecting—when this admin-
istration came in that there would be
significant increases, including in this
supplemental appropriations bill. I ap-
preciate the efforts of the managers.
But I say to the managers, it is not
enough, nor is this amendment enough.
But I cannot imagine why these urgent
needs, which are being addressed on a
personnel and operations and mainte-
nance basis, would be rejected.

There may be some questions about
the offsets.

There is a $30 million offset from the
Department of the Treasury ‘‘Salaries
& Expenses’ for the 2002 Winter Olym-
pics security. In this rescission we only
cut half of the money added for the
Olympics by the Senate Appropriations
Committee during markup of the sup-
plemental bill. We still leave $30 mil-
lion for this program, adding to the
$220 million in total Federal funding in
the fiscal year 2002. It is difficult to un-
derstand why the need for Federal
funding for safety and security pur-
poses for the Olympic games has more
than quadrupled since the 1984 Summer
Games in Los Angeles and more than
doubled since the 1996 Summer Olym-
pics in Atlanta.

Compared to the 23 venues spread
over a 500-square-mile area used for the
Los Angeles Olympic Games and the 31
venues located in 8 cities that spread
from Miami, FL, to Washington, DC,
for the Atlanta Games, the Salt Lake
Games will utilize only 14 venues lo-
cated within a significantly smaller
geographical perimeter. Yet the cur-
rent total of Federal funding for safety
and security purposes, which includes
this $60 million in supplemental fund-
ing, is $220 million. The total funding
for safety and security for Los Angeles,
$68 million, and Atlanta, $96 million,
combined was far less than what will
be spent on the Salt Lake Winter
Games. Last year’s GAO report dem-
onstrated that taxpayers have shelled
out $1.3 billion in subsidies for Salt
Lake City alone.
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As to the NASA shuttle electric aux-
iliary power units, $19 million: This
amendment would rescind the remain-
ing $19 million of FY 2001 funds for this
program, whose implementation NASA
has chosen to terminate. According to
NASA, the anticipated remaining fund-
ing for FY 2001 is $19 million. Fol-
lowing the results of the EAPU review
process that found technical flaws and
cost overruns in the program, NASA
has determined that the prudent action
at this time is to terminate EAPU im-
plementation while NASA formulates a
plan on how to proceed with this up-
grade project. The electric auxiliary
power unit, EAPU is one of the several
upgrade programs that NASA is devel-
oping for the Space Shuttle program.

As to the NASA life and micro-grav-
ity research, $40 million: The FY 2000
VA/HUD appropriations bill earmarked
$40 million for a space shuttle mission,
R-2 for life and micro-gravity research.
Due to delays in overhauling the Shut-
tle Columbia the shuttle mission has
been delayed and will not be launched
in 2001. The supplemental appropria-
tions bill would broaden the use of the
$40 million for life and micro-gravity
research that was earmarked for a spe-
cial shuttle mission and other Space
Station research in FY 2001. This
amendment would rescind this ear-
mark.

As to Commerce Department’s ‘“‘Ad-
vance Technology Program,” known as
ATP, $67 million: This amendment
would rescind the funds that the Com-
merce Department carried over from
last fiscal year and again and expects
to be left over again at the end of this
fiscal year. The President’s FY 2002
budget request has requested no funds
for the program. Historically, I have
fought this program as corporate wel-
fare, because it has given awards to
Fortune 500 companies such as General
Electric, Dow Chemical, the 3M Com-
pany, and Xerox.

As to the Labor Department unspent
balances in worker employment train-
ing activities, $141.5 million: This is
the same amount rescinded by the
other body for this program. The House
supplemental appropriations bill re-
scinded $359 million from the $1.8 bil-
lion in advanced funding provided in
the FY 2001 Labor/HHS Appropriations
Act for adult and dislocated worker
employment and training activities.
The Senate bill only rescinded $217.5
million from these employment and
training activities. We increase the
amount rescinded by $141.5 million
from these same activities so that we
merely do the same thing as the House
did and rescinded $359 million in total.
Even with the rescission, States will
still have $5.1 billion available to sup-
port these activities in 2001—$4556 mil-
lion over amounts available in 2000.
The reason for this rescission is that
when the advance appropriations were
provided, it was not anticipated that
there would be such high levels of
unspent balances in these programs.

As to the Transportation Department
Job Access Reverse Commute Grants
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Program, $76 million: This offset in the
amount of $76 million represents sur-
plus funds from the Job Access Reverse
Commute Program account that re-
mained unused at the end of FY 2000.
The enacted FY 2001 budget authority
for this account was approximately
$100 million. When added to the surplus
funds from FY 2000, this account con-
tained nearly $176 million. I have been
informed by the budget office of the
Department of Transportation that
this account has a current unobligated
balance of $146 million, which means
that in the past 9 months of the cur-
rent fiscal year, only about $30 million
has been spent. We are thus rescinding
only $76 million out of the total
amount, leaving nearly $50 million for
the Transportation Department to use
over the next 82 days for this purpose.

The Transportation Department
transit planning and research, $34 mil-
lion: The offset of $34 million is surplus
funds which remained in the transit
planning and research account at the
end of fiscal year 2000.

As to the Commerce Department
International Trade Administration,
Export Promotion Program, $19 mil-
lion: The International Trade Adminis-
tration’s trade development program
helps U.S. industries export their prod-
ucts. This program amounts to a cor-
porate subsidy. There is no need to bur-
den the American taxpayers with this
program. U.S. industries wishing to ex-
port goods and services should pay for
this type of counseling themselves. The
fiscal year 2001 omnibus appropriations
bill appropriated $64.7 million to this
program. According to the Department
of Commerce, $21 million remains un-
expended in this account.

As to the Emergency Steel Guaran-
teed Loan Program, $126.8 million:
These are loan guarantees to qualified
steel companies. There remains $126.8
million in unspent balances in the ac-
count for fiscal year 2001 out of a total
appropriation of more than $129 mil-
lion. I am told that none of this money
will be spent in the 82 days left in this
fiscal year.

As to the Treasury Department U.S.
Customs Service Byrd antidumping
amendment funds rescission, $200 mil-
lion: The ‘‘continued dumping and sub-
sidy offset” was added in the fiscal
year 2001 Agriculture appropriations
conference report—the wrong way to
do business, I say to the managers of
the bill, the wrong way to do business.
However, the important point is that
the entire sum of money collected dur-
ing the current fiscal year under this
law is not being spent. CBO scores the
Byrd amendment at $200 to $300 million
annually, and the chief financial offi-
cer of the Customs Service confirms
this figure for fiscal year 2001. None of
the money that is being collected
throughout fiscal year 2001 will be dis-
bursed to companies this year. In fact,
it will not be disbursed until the sec-
ond quarter of fiscal year 2002. The
money that has been collected since
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the law was signed in October 2000 but
which will not be disbursed in fiscal
year 2001 is currently sitting unused in
the general treasury.

I am philosophically opposed to this
program that distorts trade policy by
taking antidumping duties levied to
protect U.S. companies and actually
redistributing duties collected to those
very companies, providing them a dou-
ble reward: punitive tariff rates for im-
ports from overseas competitors, as
well as a slush fund of public money.

Again, the point here is that none of
the $200 million collected annually for
this program will be spent this year
and sufficient funds will be collected
next year to meet the law’s fiscal year
2002 obligations.

I have described the offsets because
every one of those programs which this
money is being reduced from, most of
it unused at this time, pales in signifi-
cance to the importance of taking care
of the men and women in the military.
Which is more important, decent hous-
ing for the men and women in the mili-
tary or Commerce Department inter-
national trade administration export
promotion programs?

We have to always set priorities. I
argue that the priority that exists
today and that those of us on this side
of the aisle promised the American
people as a result of the election last
year was that we would do a much bet-
ter job of taking care of the men and
women in the military than had been
happening in the previous 8 years.

I strongly urge adoption of this
amendment.

I yield such time as the Senator from
Texas may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). The Senator from Texas is
recognized.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I rise in
support of this amendment. I support
the amendment for a lot of reasons.

The most important reason I support
it is that this is an amendment where
a Member of the Senate has actually
gone through a $2 trillion budget, a
budget that spends $7,000 per man,
woman, and child in America, and
found $800 million that he believes is a
lower priority than the things for
which he would increase funding in the
military.

It never ceases to amaze me that in a
government where we spend $2 tril-
lion—that is with a ‘“‘t’—every year,
over and over again, Members of the
Senate stand up and offer amendments
to increase spending on some favored
program, and almost never, ever do
they suggest that there is something in
the Federal Government that is a lower
priority than the thing they believe is
a high enough priority to increase
spending to fund.

I think you can quarrel, though I do
not quarrel, but you can quarrel with
almost any one of the choices the Sen-
ator from Arizona has made. But you
can’t quarrel with the logic of the Sen-
ator from Arizona, which is that our
job is setting priorities. He argues that
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operation and maintenance, housing,
and improved capacity in the military,
exceed in value the list of the $800 mil-
lion worth of expenditures he would re-
duce or terminate in order to fund his
amendment.

I believe these kinds of amendments
need to be encouraged. I am in support
of the amendment and I intend to vote
for it. Let me also say that it is hard
for me to judge the statements being
made about defense. I can’t forget that
many of the same people who are now
saying that there is virtually no limit
to what we could use in defense, either
they or their predecessors, 2 or 3 years
ago, were saying that everything was
great in an administration that was
dramatically reducing the real level of
defense spending.

I believe we do need a top-to-bottom
review at the Pentagon. I agree with
the Senator from Arizona that a good-
faith effort—perhaps the best effort in
10 or 20 years—is being undertaken by
the Secretary of Defense. That effort is
not going to produce results that will
be uniformly happy, and I would have
to say that of all of the proposals that
have been looked at—and I agree with
all the people who, with unhappiness
and bluster, say it was done the wrong
way, we weren’t notified, and there are
101 explanations for being opposed to
cutting one program to fund another—
but the bottom line is, we had an effort
underway to undo the one proposal to
reprogram that had been made by the
Pentagon. I think, quite frankly, that
sets a very bad precedent. So I believe
we do need a comprehensive review.

My dad was a sergeant in the Army.
That is the extent of my knowledge
about the military. I believe in a
strong defense. I am proud of my
record in supporting defense. I think I
have a base of support for people who
wear the uniform that is virtually sec-
ond to none. But whether or not we
need to be in a position to fight two
major conflicts at once is something
subject to question. I am a lot more
concerned about modernization and re-
cruitment and retention than I am
about continuing to keep production
lines alive. I think Hisenhower clearly
was right when he warned us so long
ago that even with our best intentions
about defense, defense spending would
be driven by political interests—some-
thing he called the ‘“‘industrial military
complex.”

Let me sum up what I came over to
say today. First of all, I commend the
Senator from Arizona for being the
first person in this Congress and the
first person in a long time who really
not only thought we ought to spend
money on something we weren’t spend-
ing it on, but who was willing to actu-
ally name things he was willing to take
it away from. It is interesting that all
over America every day families make
these Kkinds of choices. The washing
machine breaks down and so they have
to make choices. Maybe they don’t go
on vacation. Or Johnny falls and
breaks his arm and it has to be set and
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it costs money. They have to make
choices, and they are hard choices. We
never seem to make any of those
choices. I am attracted to this amend-
ment because it does make those
choices, whether you agree with them
or not.

Secondly, I believe we need more
money for defense, but I think it has to
come in the context of a dramatic re-
form of defense spending. I think one of
the worst things we can do is to simply
have a dramatic increase in defense
spending without going back and mak-
ing fundamental decisions about where
the money needs to be spent. So I am
not unhappy with where we are in
terms of a comprehensive review. Once
we have a new plan, once we set new
priorities, then I am willing to do what
the Senator’s amendment has done,
which is to take money away from
lower priority uses. But I do think it is
important that we know what we want
to do.

So I commend our colleague for the
amendment. I support it. I did want to
go on record as saying that I am con-
cerned that many of our colleagues are
ready to stop the one effort the admin-
istration has made in terms of chang-
ing priorities. I think that sends a very
bad signal. I think whether it affects
individual States—and this is one that
happens to negatively affect my
State—I don’t think we can take the
position that every program change
ought to be opposed if it affects our
particular State. I think in the end you
have to look at the big picture. I think
we are all expected to work for the in-
terests of our States, but, in the end, it
is the interest of the common defense
of the country that defense spending is
about.

I thank the Senator for yielding me
time and for his amendment. I don’t
have any doubt that, looked at in the
aggregate, the $800 million of pro-
grams—no matter how meritorious any
one individual might be, the merits of
those programs pale by comparison to
the merits of the programs he has pro-
posed to take the money from and use
for the purposes of defense funding.
That is what our appropriations proc-
ess ought to be about. Unfortunately,
it is not, and I think our Government
is diminished as a result.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from Min-
nesota?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I wonder if I
might yield myself 10 minutes to speak
in opposition to the McCain amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Off of
whose time does the Senator wish to
consume time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. In opposition to
the McCain amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. There is an hour in
opposition to the McCain amendment.
On behalf of the chairman, I yield the
Senator 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for
10 minutes.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all, I think we would be making
a mistake to gut some important do-
mestic programs that I think are crit-
ical to our being competitive in the
global economy. I think it is critical
that we make sure we also live up to
the national security of our own coun-
try, which is the security of local com-
munities where people really have the
opportunity for dislocated workers to
rebuild their lives, where we are able to
make investments in industries that
are critical to the economic life of our
communities and our country.

I don’t doubt the judgment of the
Senator from Arizona on some of the
new spending that he believes is crit-
ical for defense. I argue that I believe
we should be able to find this money
within DOD’s budget.

I want to go over inspector general
reports, which point to a very bloated,
wasteful Pentagon budget, where there
is more than enough money to meet
my colleague’s challenge. I think the
amendment turns our priorities on
their head, and I think it is a mistake.
The Senator’s amendment would re-
scind $141.5 million, and that is on top
of the $217 million that we have al-
ready rescinded for job training pro-
grams under the Workforce Investment
Act. My colleague from Arizona said
the workforce investment decision was
designed to bring the Senate rescission
to what the House did but, in fact, the
House did not rescind any funds. So I
think my colleague is in error on that
point.

More important, I think it is a mis-
take in these times. I am speaking as a
Senator from Minnesota, but as I said
earlier, on the Iron Range—which is a
second home for me and my wife Sheila
in terms of how strongly we feel about
the people up there—we saw LTV Com-
pany pull the plug, and 1,300 steel-
workers are out of work. These are tac-
onite workers. These were $60,000-a-
year jobs, including health care. These
families are trying to recover. These
workers are now dislocated. They are
looking for other work. In farm coun-
try and in rural parts of the State,
many people have been left behind.

I think it is simply the wrong pri-
ority to make additional cuts to addi-
tional rescissions in assistance for dis-
located workers. It is just not right. It
is not right. Moreover, in the Work-
force Investment Act, which I wrote
with Senator DEWINE in a bipartisan
effort, we did things to make sense by
way of streamlining and having a good
public-private partnership, and by way
of being consistent in terms of what
our national priorities are, which I
think is all about, again, the impor-
tance of human capital, the importance
of education, the importance of people
having the skills training and the peo-
ple finding employment so they can
support themselves and their families.
I do not think it makes sense to make
additional cuts in this priority pro-
gram.

My colleague also would rescind
nearly $127 million from the Steel Loan
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Guarantee Program. I do not know, but
there are a lot of Senators, and I know
there are Republicans as well, who
come from a part of the country where
the industrial sector is really impor-
tant, where we have had an import
surge, where many workers, hard-
working people—you cannot find any
more hard-working people—are now
losing their jobs, and we are talking
about how to make an investment in
this industry.

By the way, the steel industry is one
of those industries that is critical to
our national security, in the critical
role the steel industry has always
played by way of contributing to de-
fense, much less the infrastructure of
highways and bridges within our own
country.

Again, I find myself in major dis-
agreement with this amendment.

Finally, if we are going to look for
resources for the new needs identified
by Senator MCCAIN, I think we can find
it right out of this bloated Pentagon
budget. I have no doubt there is at
least $1 billion of waste that the Sec-
retary of Defense can identify. Let me
talk about what the Pentagon inspec-
tor general found by way of book-
keeping entries that could not be
tracked or justified:

We identified deficiencies in internal con-
trols and account systems related to General
Property, Plant and Equipment; Inventory;
Environmental Liabilities; Military Retire-
ment Health Benefits Liability; and material
lines within the Statement of Budgetary Re-
sources. We identified $1.1 trillion in depart-
mental-level accounting entries to financial
data used to prepare DOD component finan-
cial statements that were not supported by
adequate audit trials or by sufficient evi-
dence to determine their validity.

This is not a new problem. In fiscal
yvear 1999, the inspector general re-
ported there were $2.3 trillion in en-
tries that could not be corroborated.

Six years ago, the General Account-
ing Office put the Pentagon’s financial
management on its list of agencies
that are at high risk for waste, fraud,
and abuse.

The inspector general also has uncov-
ered many other examples of gross
overcharges in the Pentagon’s account-
ing system. A March 13, 2001, report
listed the following gross abuses:

The Pentagon paid $2.10 for a body
screw that cost the vendor 48 cents, a
335-percent markup.

The Pentagon paid 25 cents for a dust
protection plug that cost the vendor 3
cents, a 699-percent markup.

The Pentagon paid $409.15 for a wash-
room sink that cost the vendor $39.17, a
945-percent markup.

The source: Office of Inspector Gen-
eral, Department of Defense report.
This was March 13, 2001.

If we want to find the money, let’s
look at some of the administrative
waste within the Pentagon. We can
surely find that money. We can surely
make that transfer instead of going
after priority programs that are also
all about our national defense.

I argue, again, part of the definition
of national defense is the security of
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local communities where dislocated
workers have the opportunity to re-
build their lives, to develop their
skills, to find gainful employment
where we have industries that have the
capital that can generate the jobs on
which people can support their fami-
lies.

Why in the world would we want to
make cuts in these programs? I believe
this amendment reflects the wrong pri-
orities, and I hope my colleagues will
vote no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
Wyoming wishes to have time. I yield
him 7 minutes from the time in opposi-
tion to Senator MCCAIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I congratulate the Ap-
propriations Committee for the fact
they covered all of the expenditures.
Senator MCCAIN has covered the ex-
penditures, but before we vote for Sen-
ator MCCAIN’s amendment, I ask that
we give some serious concern to from
where some of this money is coming.

I serve on the Small Business Com-
mittee, and we have worked on a num-
ber of ways to be sure people who lost
jobs could have additional training. So
I rise today to express some serious
concern over the use of workforce in-
vestment funds to offset 2001 supple-
mental appropriations. While I do sup-
port additional appropriations for the
purposes outlined in the underlying
bill, dramatically reducing funding for
State and local workforce development
programs to pay for it does not seem
prudent.

Again, 1 recognize the pressures
placed on the appropriators, but I
would have expected that the Members
responsible for oversight of such pro-
grams would have been consulted as to
the impact of such cuts on the pro-
gram’s ability to fulfill its purpose.

The programs authorized by the
Workforce Investment Act were agreed
to through a strong bipartisan process,
led by Senators DEWINE, KENNEDY,
JEFFORDS, WELLSTONE, and myself. I
fear, given the apparent willingness to
cut funding for the act, that we did too
good of a job in 1998 when Workforce
Investment Act was enacted. What I
mean by that is that we successfully
streamlined the often duplicative and
disjointed collage of job training pro-
grams in existence prior to 1998. So
now, if these rescissions are adopted,
there will not be any alternative work-
force investment programs for people
to access. The point is, this money is
the program. None of us can support
this rescission and walk away thinking
another workforce initiative will sim-
ply absorb our constituents.

Moreover, a retroactive cut of this
size will compound the challenges that
many States are already facing during
the transition from the Job Training
Partnership Act, which my colleagues
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know as JTPA, to the Workforce In-
vestment Act. Also—and no one is real-
ly talking about this part—since
States were due a portion of their an-
nual allotment on July 1, they now are
going to have to turn around and send
a large portion of that back to Wash-
ington in the form of a rebate check.
This just does not seem right to me.

I do not have any formulas at hand to
demonstrate the value of workforce de-
velopment programs in the face of a
slowed economy. It is simply too early
too soon, but what I can offer my col-
leagues is common sense. Now is not
the time for us to scale back basic
skills training, re-training of displaced
workers, or innovative initiatives de-
signed to spur long-range economic de-
velopment in struggling communities.
It is these communities that need our
help, and that is help that we promised
last year in the ‘‘regular’” FY 2001 ap-
propriations bill.

Again, I know the dilemma facing
our appropriators is not easy. There is
consensus that we need to provide im-
mediate additional resources to our
military, our farmers and others whose
distress is our responsibility. I also rec-
ognize that identifying unobligated
current year appropriations in July is
like finding a needle in a haystack, but
rescinding funds from people who are
trying to make themselves employable,
to make themselves contributing mem-
bers of their community is not exactly
skimming fat off the top. This cuts to
the bone in Wyoming and in countless
other States. My State, for instance,
was due to receive $5655,420 on July 1 for
dislocated workers. I know this does
not sound like a lot to those of you
from larger States, and it is not a lot
even in Wyoming, but it is crucial in
Wyoming in the effort to address the
counties that have been hard hit by un-
employment. So now instead of
$6565,000, we will receive 62 percent of
that, or $345,000. That is a 38-percent
cut of already appropriated money. We
are not talking about cutting a re-
quest; it is already appropriated and
should have been sent.

I can assure Members it will have an
adverse impact on the progress we have
made in the implementation of the
Workforce Investment Act and will im-
pact getting people retrained for cur-
rently useful jobs. My concern over
this rescission is clear, and I will not
belabor my opposition. I ask that the
able managers of the bill reconsider
using workforce investment funds to
offset supplemental spending. I am
happy to work with them and their
House counterparts as they reconcile
the two bills in conference.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Alaska for yielding
time. I wish to remind my colleagues,
in crafting this supplemental bill the
Department of Defense considered two
criteria. These requirements were that
any program receiving supplemental
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funding must be able to execute this
funding during the current fiscal year,
and the current fiscal year has just
about 2% months remaining, and that
the funding cannot wait until fiscal
year 2002.

I also wish to remind the Senate that
from fiscal year 1994 to fiscal year 2001
the Congress of the United States
added $49 billion to the Department of
Defense budget, much of it to the very
programs that concern Senators from
Arizona. Some of the unfunded require-
ments addressed by the Senator in this
amendment were identified by the
services in January and February be-
fore the Bush administration began its
own defense review. And some of these
items are funded in the fiscal year 2002
request.

We are committed to working with
the Defense Department to avoid a sup-
plemental next year and fund all legiti-
mate requirements. Many of the items
identified by the distinguished Senator
will be funded in fiscal year 2002 or
through the omnibus reprogramming
request.

We understand the Senator’s amend-
ment seeks to fund anticipated costs
that DOD expects to materialize later
this year. I wish to underline ‘‘antici-
pated costs’ because the intent of the
Senator’s amendment to cover this
cost is very meritorious. However, the
committees of jurisdiction, the Armed
Services Committee and the Appropria-
tions Committee, have yet to receive
this request. We have not received a re-
quest from the Department of Defense.
The increases in question have not
been scrutinized by either of these
committees. Therefore, we cannot vali-
date to our colleagues this day that the
amounts identified by the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona are the
ones that the Department of Defense
truly needs. We understand and sup-
port the concept that the Senator of-
fers in the amendment, but we do not
believe we can support the amendment
until the committees have had a
chance to study, to scrutinize the spe-
cific details of the request.

Until such time, we cannot advise
our colleagues that this is what DOD
really needs. Therefore, I must stand in
opposition to the McCain amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I will
read from an article in the Washington
Post dated May 31, 2001, titled ‘“‘Bush
Eyes Additional $5.6 Billion For Mili-
tary: Increase Is Far Less Than Serv-
ices Expected,” by Robert Suro and
Thomas Ricks, Washington Post staff
writers.

In part it states:

The supplemental budget request . . . does
not include any new money for ballistic mis-
sile defense which [Bush] has depicted a top
priority, or for the weapons systems and op-
erating costs that he said the Clinton admin-
istration had grossly underfunded. Some sen-
ior military officers and defense experts said
yesterday the president’s request is so small
that it will not fully cover the Pentagon’s
current expenses.
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“This request is the barebones, just the
items that are absolutely to get by, and no
one has any illusions that it is anything
more than that,” said a senior military offi-
cer speaking on the condition of anonymity.

The article goes on to say:

In the early days of the new administra-
tion, top military officials said they hope to
get much more, at least $8 billion to $10 bil-
lion, in a supplemental that would, in effect,
be the first installment of a Bush buildup.
But the White House and Defense Secretary
Donald H. Rumsfeld decided they would take
care of only immediate needs in modifying
this year’s defense budget. . . . The new pri-
orities will not be fully felt until the 2003
budget is unveiled next winter . . .

Although relatively small sums are at
play, compared to the size of the defense
budget, some senior military officers have
complained. ‘‘On the campaign trail he said
over and over, ‘Help is on the way,”” said a
flag officer . . . “Well, we are going to need
help when the fourth quarter of this budget
year rolls around, and it is not going to be
there.”

In principle, supplemental spending re-
quests are meant to provide relatively small
amounts for contingencies that arise after
the Federal budget is enacted. But the Pen-
tagon, unlike other Federal agencies, has
regularly used supplementals to fill out iden-
tity funds for basic operations, maintenance,
and supplies. Rumsfeld has warned that he
intends to put an end to this practice, begin-
ning with a crackdown this year.

I certainly hope that will be the case.

I challenge a Member of this body to
find any member of the U.S. military
leadership, any chief petty officer or
sergeant who would tell them this is
enough, that what is in the supple-
mental is enough.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I don’t
intend to be an expert in military mat-
ters, and I yield to those who do under-
stand those matters. But I have to rise
to oppose Senator MCcCCAIN’s amend-
ment with respect to one of the offsets
he has created that would cut the pro-
visions in the supplemental in half for
those funds that would be appropriated
in support of the Olympics.

I understand concern about the
Olympics. I understand the sense that
this is a sporting event. What is the
Federal Government doing with respect
to a sporting event? But I have to point
out a few things with respect to the
Olympics that take it out of the realm
of the pure sporting event.

The Senator from Arizona has talked
about the Olympics in Atlanta as well
as the Olympics in Los Angeles. I at-
tended the Olympics in Los Angeles be-
cause I was living there, and I recog-
nize that we live in a very different
world than we did in 1984. The Olym-
pics in Atlanta was the first Olympics
at which we had a bomb in the United
States, and as a result of the bomb
that went off in Atlanta and the scare
that came following that, President
Clinton issued Presidential Decision
Directive No. 62, PDD 62, designating
this as a Presidential event, changing
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the security arrangements of the
Olympics forever. The whole cir-
cumstance surrounding the Olympics,
now, as a result of PDD 62 are focused
on international terrorism in a way
that they were not in the more simple
days of the Los Angeles Olympics in
1984 or certainly even in Atlanta.

Now, as a result of PDD 62 creating
this as a Presidential event, we as a
government are now faced with these
circumstances. And $52 million of the
$62 million called for in the supple-
mental go to the Treasury Department
and the Secret Service for a variety of
functions surrounding PDD 62 and its
requirements. The first deals with the
core mission of the Secret Service
which has to do with protecting the
President, protecting foreign dig-
nitaries, and dealing with
counterterrorism. We are going to have
an unprecedented number of foreign
dignitaries attending these Olympics.
That goes with every new Olympics.
Every time there is a new Olympics,
more foreign dignitaries show up than
4 years before.

We must understand that the venues
for these games, they being winter
Olympics, are not focused around a sta-
dium or a swimming pool. We are talk-
ing about a 900 square mile area, in-
cluding some of the most mountainous
territory in the United States. To pro-
tect all of that area requires a tremen-
dous amount of effort on the part of
the Secret Service. That is what the
money is going for.

There is a question of customs. We
are getting people from all over the
world to come to the Olympics—people
who, as we saw in Munich, can pose as
athletes and turn out to be terrorists,
as well as athletes, their coaches, fami-
lies, and, of course, spectators.

Dealing with customs in the Treas-
ury Department is where part of this
money will go. The ATF, the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, ener-
gized obviously by the experience in
Atlanta where there was a bomb that
went off, is now making sure that a
great deal more activity is done to pre-
vent that than was done in Atlanta. It
is only prudent to do this. That is $52
million of the $60 million we are talk-
ing about in this supplemental going to
the Treasury Department for those
kinds of functions.

The other $8 million goes to the Jus-
tice Department, the Agriculture De-
partment, and the Interior Depart-
ment. You would ask: What does Agri-
culture and Interior have to do with
the Olympics? The fact is that a very
large portion of the Olympics will take
place on Forest Service land, which is
policed by the Department of Agri-
culture, and BLM land, which is
policed by the Department of the Inte-
rior. These agencies have the adequate
facilities to deal with this, but, in the
heightened activity surrounding the
Olympics, they will have to pay their
people overtime. They will get their
people there. They have the trained
people to do it, but they will have to
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pay airfare. There will have to be lodg-
ing. They will have to pay overtime.
These agencies have been putting to-
gether this information.

We can complain maybe this should
have been done in the previous bill, it
should have been taken care of in the
2001 appropriations bill and we should
not have it before us as a supple-
mental, but the fact is, if we do not get
it prior to the end of this fiscal year,
the proper preparations will not be able
to be made.

This money is in the 2002 bill. The
full $60 million is in the 2002 bill,
which, in the normal course of govern-
mental activity, that would be the
proper way to do it. The fact is, how-
ever, we cannot change the time of the
Olympic games. That is set in concrete,
and if we do not do the money in a
more readily available upfront manner,
we will find we are facing the challenge
of trying to have the money in the
pipeline while the games are taking
place.

It seems in this situation, in the mid-
dle of the summer when the Sun is
shining and it is hot outside, that this
may not be a matter of that much
pressing urgency. But if we have an
international incident at the Olympics
in Utah in 2002—if a foreign dignitary
is attacked; if a terrorist attack goes
on to try to embarrass any country—
ours or any other—if there is a lapse in
security and the fingers start to be
pointed as to where were the Ameri-
cans, why weren’t they prepared—it
will be a little difficult to say we want-
ed to put it off, we wanted to take it
out of the supplemental and have it
take place in the 2002 budget; we were
only saving 4 or 5 months, but we want-
ed to use the money for something else
for that 4- or 5-month period. I do not
want to run that risk. I do not want to
have the opportunity handed to an
international terrorist that says the
American Secret Service is under-
funded, the Forest Rangers and others
involved with policing the public lands
have not been able to get their over-
time in the right appropriations bill;
we waited too late; the preparations
were not made; therefore, we had this
event.

I respectfully suggest we reject the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona and, instead of having this money
come in the 2002 bill, have it stay
where it is now, in the supplemental
bill. It will be easier to get a delay on
some of these other things for 4
months, things that do not have a firm
time scale connected to them, than it
will be to have this money delayed for
the Olympics.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I
rise to speak against Senator MCCAIN’s
amendment to the fiscal year 2001 sup-
plemental appropriations legislation. I
fully appreciate the sentiment under-
lying this amendment. The men and
women of our Armed Forces deserve
nothing but the best in living condi-
tions, pay, and working environment. I
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understand that this amendment would
enhance the operations and mainte-
nance of the services. I have always
supported legislation that provides for
our soldiers, airmen, and marines.
However, I find that one of the offsets
to Senator MCCAIN’s amendment is to-
tally without merit.

I am vehemently against section 3003,
paragraph (b) in Senator MCCAIN’s
amendment which reduces the salaries
and expenses in the Department of
Treasury by $30 million. The amend-
ment does not address what the $30
million is for, but I will tell you this
funding is for security for the 2002 Win-
ter Olympics. It pays the salaries and
expenses of law enforcement personnel.

Senator MCCAIN’s amendment seeks
to add funding to the military that
would not dramatically improve our
national security but the $30 million
that he takes away from the Treasury
Department’s budget can have a dra-
matic impact on safety at this inter-
national event.

For several years now we have
worked very hard to ensure the public
safety of this major international
event. The law enforcement budget has
been carefully planned, fully justified,
and endorsed by this body. Any reduc-
tion to this budget would have a severe
impact on the security of the Olympics
and impose unacceptable risks. I am
sure my colleagues agree that the safe-
ty of the Olympic athletes and spec-
tators is of paramount importance, and
a national responsibility when this Na-
tion agreed to host the 2002 Olympic
Games.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
to express my serious concern about a
provision in Senator MCCAIN’S amend-
ment which I believe would signifi-
cantly undermine the commitment we
made in the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century, (TEA-21), to ad-
dress our citizens’ mobility needs. This
provision would rescind funding for two
crucial programs run by the Federal
Transit Administration: the Job Access
and Reverse Commute Program, and
the Transit Planning and Research
Program.

TEA-21 created the Job Access and
Reverse Commute Program to provide
transit grants to assist states and lo-
calities in developing flexible transpor-
tation services to connect welfare re-
cipients and other low-income people
to jobs and other employment-related
services. In addition, the program pro-
vides support for transportation serv-
ices to suburban employment centers
from urban, suburban, and rural loca-
tions—‘‘reverse commutes’—for all
populations.

Even in a time of low unemployment,
a person who cannot get to the work-
place cannot hold a job. Not everyone
can afford access to an automobile, es-
pecially those who are looking for em-
ployment. Public transportation can be
a vital component in helping these in-
dividuals leave the welfare rolls and
enter the workforce.

In fact, investment in public trans-
portation benefits all Americans. As
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the numbers emerging from the 2000
Census show, the shape of America has
changed in recent years. The fact is
that two-thirds of all new jobs are now
located in the suburbs, while much of
the workforce lives in the city. For
millions of Americans, transit is the
answer to this spatial mismatch. And
as cities and towns across America are
discovering, public transit can stimu-
late the economic life of any commu-
nity. Studies have shown that a nearby
transit station increases the value of
local businesses and real estate. In-
creased property values mean more tax
revenues to states and local jurisdic-

tions; new business development
around a transit station means more
jobs.

I am therefore quite concerned to see
that the McCain amendment would
take over $200 million away from tran-
sit programs. This amendment would
be a significant setback in our efforts
to make transit services more acces-
sible and improve the quality of life for
all Americans. I urge my colleagues to
vote against it.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President I rise
today to further explain my opposition
to the pending amendment offered by
my good friend from Arizona, Senator
McCAIN. The Senator’s amendment
seeks to address worthwhile objectives
such as providing for the operation and
maintenance of our armed forces and
increasing funding for personnel needs.
I support these goals and believe they
should be addressed.

However, the offset for this amend-
ment troubles me for two reasons and
it is because of these reservations that
I cannot support the amendment of-
fered by Senator MCCAIN. The first
issue concerns the specific funding
recissions in the designated offset. For
example, the amendment rescinds
$141,500,000 in Department of Labor
funding earmarked for Dislocated
Worker Employment and Training Ac-
tivities and Adult Employment and
Training Activities.

This funding is critical for my home
State of Montana because we are in the
midst of an energy crisis that has to
date been responsible for over 1000 lost
jobs. Retraining dollars are essential
for helping these newly laid-off work-
ers develop new skills and learn new
trades so they can more quickly rejoin
the workforce in a state that is already
struggling economically.

The second issue is the lack of sepa-
ration between non-defense and defense
funding that this amendment proposes.
The separation of defense and non-de-
fense spending has served us well in
meeting our nation’s budget priorities
and making fiscally responsible deci-
sions. Utilizing non-defense funding to
offset the additional spending of this
amendment sets a precedent that I do
not believe we should set. We should
fund the priorities, laid forth by Sen-
ator MCCAIN, in a timely manner, but
we should not use existing funding in
non-defense programs to accomplish
our goal.
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Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise
today in opposition to provisions in the
McCain amendment, and in underlying
bill, S. 1077, which rescind funds from
programs supported under the Work-
force Investment Act, including the
Dislocated Worker Employment and
Training Program and the Adult Em-
ployment and Training Activities.

The underlying bill rescinds funds
from WIA in order to pay for important
increases in funding for title I edu-
cation services and Low Income Home
Energy Assistance Program. I support
the need to increase essential funds for
students in our highest-poverty schools
and for low-income individuals who are
being hardest hit by increasing energy
costs. Indeed, I signed on in support of
the increases for title I and LIHEAP. I
do not think, however, we should in-
crease funding for these, defense or any
other programs by taking money away
from New York workers at a time when
these employment and training pro-
grams are most in need and are begin-
ning to meet their potential.

At this time when upstate New York
is facing more notice of layoffs, we
should not be cutting back our support
for dislocated workers. Last year, over
25,000 New York workers received no-
tices warning them of layoffs—an in-
crease of over 7,000 workers from 1998.

Over the past several months, we
have learned that hundreds of workers
at the Xerox facility in Webster, NY,
will soon find themselves out of work;
several hundred more New Yorkers who
have spent years working for Nabisco
in Niagara Falls also recently received
notice that they would no longer have
a job. Corning announced just yester-
day that it will have to close three fac-
tories, resulting in a loss of nearly 1,000
jobs.

At a time when we see signs of our
economy weakening, this bill would re-
duce funds specifically designated to
assist workers who are victims of mass
layoffs and plant closures. With the re-
scission in the base bill alone, New
York can expect to lose approximately
29 percent of its dislocated worker
funds. I have received hundreds of let-
ters from New Yorkers—not only from
concerned workers, but also from busi-
nesses who need trained workers.

Why are my colleagues suggesting
that we should rescind WIA funds at a
time when our economy is weakening
and many of our workers will need
these critical funds to be retrained and
relocated in new jobs?

They are claiming that States are
not spending and obligating funds
quickly enough. I agree. But, I also
agree that States and local commu-
nities have made tremendous progress
in implementing the Workforce Invest-
ment Act.

Let’s get the facts straight. States
were not required to implement the
Workforce Investment Act until July 1,
2000. Beginning July 1, 2000, States had
2 years to spend funds and were re-
quired to obligate 80 percent of their
funds. Many counties in New York are
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doing a tremendous job—Chautauqua
County, for example, has obligated 95
percent of its dislocated worker funds,
as well as 95 percent of adult funds; the
Town of Hempstead has allocated 90
percent of both its dislocated and adult
worker funds; as has Erie County—all
of which can expect to lose funds under
this rescission.

I do know that there are at least
eight counties in New York that have
struggled in their implementation—
working to get up to 19 Federal part-
ners at the local level to offer services
in One Stop training centers—and, as a
result have obligated 70 percent or less
of their funds. These counties need to
do better and the State needs to do bet-
ter in supporting their efforts. But, the
way to do so is not to take funds away
from a fledgling program that is aimed
to assist our workers most in need of
training and assistance.

I oppose these efforts to undermine
the new Workforce Investment Act. I
agree with accountability of Federal
dollars, but I do not agree that we
should unnecessarily punish workers
before allowing the program to get up
and running.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr.
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 15 minutes.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Minnesota, Mr.
WELLSTONE, may be mistaken. In fact,
$359 million was rescinded in the House
supplemental from the programs. I
think he was inaccurate in his state-
ment that none was rescinded.

I am sorry the Senator from Utah
may have to leave the floor. The Sen-
ator from Utah fails to mention that
we have already shelled out $1.3 bil-
lion—*‘b,” billion—in subsidies for the
Salt Lake Olympics, far more than any
other Olympics in history, far more,
for all kinds of pet projects.

I asked 3 years ago, a simple request
of the Senator from Utah, if he would
give us an assessment of how much in
Federal dollars would be needed. Of
course, I never got an answer. In fact,
we had a little dialog on the floor of
the Senate.

Never once, never on any occasion
has the Commerce Committee, of
which I am the ranking member, had a
request for authorization for funds for
the Salt Lake City Olympics—never
once. Not on any single occasion, even
though I have requested time after
time, the committee of oversight that
authorizes the funds and what may be
required has never, ever been ap-
proached.

Why not? Perhaps one of the reasons
might be because we found out in a
GAO report that the taxpayers have
shelled out $1.3 billion already for the
Salt Lake City Olympics for every kind
of imaginable thing—I will include the
GAO report—every imaginable kind of
project, none of which—or very little of
which had to do with security. It had
to do with land acquisitions; it had to
do with all kinds of things. Of course,

President, how
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we have never yet had a request for an
authorization.

What do we find? We find a supple-
mental appropriations bill for $30 mil-
lion for security. It sounds good. Why
was the request not made a long time
ago? Perhaps, if the Senator from Utah
had complied with the simple request
that I made as chairman of the over-
sight committee, that we could get
some kind of estimate as to how much
it would cost the taxpayers, we would
not be going through this drill we are
going through now.

I, again, urge the Senator from Utah
to tell us how many of the taxpayers’
dollars are going to be needed to fund
the Olympics, No. 1; and, No. 2, seek
authorization through the authorizing
committee for those funds—which hap-
pens to be the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

I point out on this amendment that
the Office of Management and Budget
and the Department of Defense have
not voiced objections. In the interests
of straight talk, they have not ex-
pressed support for this amendment ei-
ther. But there has not been any objec-
tion raised by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget or by the Department
of Defense to this amendment. I hope
Senators will take that into consider-
ation.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how
much time remains in opposition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
mains 34 minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I share
many of the concerns that have been
expressed by my colleague from Ari-
zona. I am sure he understands I join
him in the desire that we assure the
adequate protection and support for
our men and women in the armed serv-
ices. I do think the amendment of the
Senator is well intentioned. It is con-
sistent with the priorities identified by
Secretary Rumsfeld in his budget re-
quest for the fiscal year 2002. That re-
quest provides for a substantial in-
crease, which I shall discuss further, in
defense spending, commencing with Oc-
tober 1 of this year—82 days away.

By the time this bill gets to the
President, probably it will be 75 days;
by the time he signs it, it will be about
70 days; by the time the money could
be released by the OMB, and then re-
leased by the Comptroller of the De-
partment of Defense, that is about 60
days later. So we are talking about the
same time because their machinery
over there 1is designed to follow
through on the amendment that has al-
ready been submitted by the Secretary.

I believe it is my duty to join the
Senator from Hawaii, and others, in
stating that we think this matter is
better addressed in the fiscal year 2002
Defense authorization and appropria-
tions bills.

The Senator from Arizona talks
about authorization. This matter is be-
fore the Armed Services Committee
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now. The Secretary has testified before
that committee. They may come up
with different priorities. I believe the
Senator is right; we have a role in help-
ing to determine the priorities for de-
fense spending.

We share that with the House of Rep-
resentatives. Congress has the power of
the purse. I do believe we should use it.
But with the situation going on now,
Secretary Rumsfeld and the Joint
Chiefs are working on a comprehensive
effort to redefine defense priorities. He
has submitted this amendment for 2002.

We are just now reviewing the details
of the total request that was received
just prior to the Fourth of July recess.
I do not think there is any way we can
determine the merit of Senator
McCAIN’s amendment until we better
understand what the Secretary of De-
fense and the services have presented
to us in the amendment to the budget
for 2002.

Several items in this amendment are
likely to be accommodated in the De-
partment’s annual omnibus reprogram-
ming. Every year, as we get down to
this last quarter, the Department
comes to us with reprogramming re-
quests which are approved, under exist-
ing law, by the Appropriations Com-
mittees of both the House and the Sen-
ate. That shifts considerable money.
We gave the Department of Defense,
this year, through the Defense Appro-
priations Act, the authority to shift $2
billion from one fund to a fund of high-
er priority. We have to approve that, of
course, but that lifted the ceiling con-
siderably. Annually, the Department
presents to Congress reprogramming
requests that shift from one purpose to
an alternative higher priority. That is
what we should do. We should let the
Department shift these funds and tell
us where they want them shifted to, if
they wish to do so.

But I am constrained to point out
that the budget resolution for this fis-
cal year contains what we call a wall.
It is a wall between defense and non-
defense spending. The amendment by
the Senator from Arizona calls upon us
to make moneys available from a sub-
stantial number of nondefense ac-
counts for defense spending.

I want to assure you if the amend-
ment were the other way around, sug-
gesting we should take money from de-
fense and put it in nondefense, I am
certain the Senator from Arizona
would join me in vigorously opposing
such an amendment. I think, in my
role on the Appropriations Committee,
it is my duty to vigorously oppose this
amendment because of the attempt to
shift money from nondefense accounts
to defense accounts for this fiscal year.

Later this month we are going to re-
view the $330 billion spending proposal
of the Department of Defense for 2002.
I am sure that as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, Senator
McCAIN will work very hard on these
matters. I am certain he will assist in
determining whether the priorities are
correct as submitted by the Secretary,
with the approval of President Bush.
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I do not believe we should shift funds
from the nondefense priorities until we
are certain that the funds are in excess
of those programs’ needs. As a matter
of fact, I do not think we should do it
at all because that was our commit-
ment, that we would keep a wall be-
tween defense and nondefense spending.
The budget resolutions for the last 4
years—I believe 5 years—have spelled
that out. And we have adhered to it.
We, in the Appropriations Committee,
have been quite clear about that.

I have to confess, I did suggest that
some of the defense moneys go to the
Coast Guard, but I made that request
because I Dbelieve they are a
semimilitary agency. They carry out
some military functions, and they have
to have military equipment, military
training, and military assets on board
their ships. But we have vigorously de-
fended the concept of the wall. Those
people who vote for the McCain amend-
ment are, for the first time, going to
set the Senate on record as abandoning
the concept of the wall.

I have asked the Parliamentarian if
this is subject to a point of order be-
cause of this fact, and I have to ascer-
tain that later. But I, for one, believe
in the wall because we put it up to pro-
tect defense spending, not the other
way around.

I don’t want to get political here, but
in the last few years the President was
not as much in favor of defense spend-
ing as the Congress, and therefore we
protected the defense spending with
the wall. I do not see any reason now
for us to turn around and renege on the
commitment we have made to protect
that concept of separating defense and
nondefense spending.

We should not shift these funds from
other nondefense priorities. It is a mat-
ter of fact that there are substantial
needs out there for the Department of
Defense. I do not argue about that at
all. T have to confess, if I were the Sec-
retary of Defense, I would be among
those who would be asking for even
more than has the Secretary of De-
fense. I have every reason to believe
the Secretary of Defense has asked for
more money than OMB has submitted
to us because the OMB, with the over-
all problem of controlling expenditures
and meeting objectives in the non-
defense area, has limited the Secretary
of Defense in his request for 2002. I
think we understand that.

We are going to push that envelope
as far as we can. But clearly the mon-
eys that have been requested now put
this administration on record of re-
questing more moneys—I think almost
$80 billion more—than the level of 2001
that will be spent in 2002 for defense.
And that is—what?—less than 3 months
away.

I really have objection to the McCain
amendment because of where the
money comes from. It cuts $41.5 million
from the dislocated workers assistance
program. It rescinds $100 million from
the job training program. The com-
mittee bill already took some money
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from this dislocated workers program,
but ours is from unexpended balances
of the program. This rescission takes it
from the program, actually cuts job
training programs for dislocated work-
ers. And I will vote against that as a
separate amendment.

Senator MCCAIN’s amendment also
makes substantial reductions, signifi-
cant reductions, in the international
space station account. This is at a time
of extreme need. I have been spending
some time looking into the space pro-
gram because of my extreme con-
fidence in the Administrator there and
his demonstrated interest in pursuing
the space program.

I am told the space program has
some $4 billion in potential cost over-
runs already to meet the full promise
of the first-class orbiting space labora-
tory. The rescissions in this amend-
ment would impact needed upgrades to
the space shuttle, critical upgrades
needed to ensure the safety of our as-
tronauts. I do not think we can afford
to make a snap judgment because of a
perceived need in the Department of
Defense—perceived because I think
those needs have been already met by
the submission by the Department.

Why should we take moneys from the
space account? We do not have any jus-
tification for that that I can find, that
I can see. I think it is a critical junc-
ture now in the future of the space sta-
tion. I believe we should demonstrate
our continued support for it.

There are a great many items in the
Senator’s amendment that disturb me.
I hope other Members will take a look
at it to see where these moneys are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

coming from. They start on page 3 of
the amendment. Not only are the funds
reduced from the space account I just
mentioned, there are funds from the
National Institute of Standards and
Technology, under the heading ‘‘Indus-
trial Technology Services,” that are
reduced by $67 million for the Ad-
vanced Technology Program. There is
another $19 million from the Depart-
ment of Commerce for the Inter-
national Trade Administration. There
are moneys that were provided under
the Emergency Steel Loan Guarantee
and Emergency Oil and Gas Guarantee
Loan Act.

I do appreciate the fact that the Sen-
ator has deleted the suggested reduc-
tions in the Maritime Guarantee Loan
Program Account.

We also have a suggestion to take
from the Department of Labor for the
Employment and Training Administra-
tion under the heading ‘‘Training and
Employment Services’ and for the dis-
located worker account, as I men-
tioned, $41.5 million; adult employment
and training activities, $100 million.
Then from the Department of Trans-
portation—here again, I think this
would be subject to a point of order—as
I understand TEA-21, there is a wall in
that, too. That money cannot be used
for other purposes, but the amendment
of the Senator from Arizona would
take $90 million from the transit plan-
ning and research and $16 million from
job access and reverse commute grants
under the Federal Transit Administra-
tion.

All of this, to me, means that I ap-
preciate the attempt of the Senator

S7397

from Arizona to increase the amount of
money for defense. If we had money
that would be free under the budget for
2001 as it exists now, I would support
the Senator’s amendment to do so. But
the Senator’s amendment takes money
from other accounts. I am being redun-
dant now. These are nondefense ac-
counts. And it takes the money to put
it into the defense accounts to meet
needs already covered by a budget sub-
mission delivered to the Senate prior
to the Fourth of July recess which will
for approximately the same time as
this money could be made available, it
will be made available under the 2002
bill.

I cannot support it. I hope the Senate
will not support the Senator’s amend-
ment. At the appropriate time, I will
make a motion to table the Senator’s
amendment. I do not wish to do so at
this time because he still has time re-
maining.

I ask how much time do I have re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 20 minutes 30 seconds. The
Senator from Arizona has 12 minutes.

Mr. STEVENS. I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to print in the
RECORD the expenditures that have
been made according to the GAO for
the Olympics.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

APPENDIX 1Il.—FEDERAL FUNDING AND SUPPORT PLANNED AND PROVIDED TO THE 2002 WINTER OLYMPIC GAMES IN SALT LAKE CITY

[1999 dollars in thousands!]

Federal organization

Planning and staging the 2002 Winter
Games

Preparing the host city of Salt Lake
City

Project or activity

. Designated N Designated
Planned 2 Ex?jr"ed" by Con-  Planned? Exfsr"ed" by Con-
gress3 gress3
Department of Agriculture $7,242 $2,901 i $8,887 $5,473 $4,546
U.S. Forest Service Olympic planning and i | services 7,242 2,901
Forest improvements 8,887 5,473 4,546
Department of C: 205 92
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration ..........ccccoeveerirennn Increased weather forecasting services for Olympic events ........ccccovvverevnnee 205 92
Department of Defense Safety- and security-related services 24,691 45
Department of Education Paralympics 876 876
Department of Energy Safety- and security-related services 1,586
Department of Health and Human Services 9,494
Food and Drug Administration Public health safety- and security-related SEIViCes .............coowommrreererrirenenns 598
Centers for Disease Control Safety- and security-related services 1,923
Office of Emergency Prep Public health safety- and security-related SErViCes .........ccoovvemrrmeeenrierirs 6,973
Department of Housing and Urban Development 3,172
Housing for media 1,894
Housing for security personnel 1,278
Department of the Interior 1,270 153
National Park Service Increased park services 1,252 153
Bureau of Land M: t Increased Bureau services 5
Safety- and security-related services 13
Department of Justice 47,060 14,960 16,950
Federal Bureau of Investigation Safety- and security-related services 21,486 767
Immigration and Naturalization Service Safety- and security-related services 2,431 3
Office of Community Oriented Policing . Grants for safety- and security-related SEIVICES .........ovvrreemmrrerirerrerrnreirirnrenns 10,417 10,417 10,417
Office of Justice Programs Grants to local law enforcement 8,806 3,692 3,692
Executive Office of U.S. Attorneys Safety- and security-related services 1,027 81
Community Relations Service Assess racial tensions 52
Counter terrorism fund Safety- and security-related services 2841 2,841
Department of State Increased agency services 663 3
Department of Transportation 83,854 26,838 36,896 998,275 257,318 318,783
Federal Highway Administration Olympic transportation planning 10,227 5,785 5,682
Accelerated road and bridge projects 645,315 199,678 18,541
Olympic event access road: Snow Basin 14,962 14,962 14,962
Olympic event access road: Winter Sports Park ..........ccoooveveerveiserrvrssnrerinnnenns 4,106 3,162
Federal Transit Administration Olympic Transportation System (OTS)4 47,348 1,402 2,788
Olympic infrastructure imp () 465 9,291
Olympic park and ride lots () 1,024 4,173
Light rail: Downtown to University of Utah line 91,369 5,019 91,369
Light Rail: North/South line 228,598 48,850 202,919
Olympic intelligent transportation system deployment 3788 e s
C ter rai 3,788 1,849 3,776
Intermodal centers 9470 2,178
Federal Aviation Administration Safety- and security-related services 6,098
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APPENDIX IIl.—FEDERAL FUNDING AND SUPPORT PLANNED AND PROVIDED TO THE 2002 WINTER OLYMPIC GAMES IN SALT LAKE CITY—Continued

[1999 dollars in thousands !]

Planning and staging the 2002 Winter

Preparing the host city of Salt Lake

Games City
Federal organization Project or activity ormegz | Bpendi- D%mgcnated o . Eipend: Designated
ture y Con- anned ture by Con-
gress 3 gress 3
Facility imp 15,947 1,922 s
Federal Railroad Administration Safety- and security-related services 388
U.S. Coast Guard Safety- and security-related services 407
Office of Secretary of Transportation Safety- and security-related services 318 38
Department of the Treasury 58,693 71
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms ... Safety- and security-related services 8,811
Internal Revenue Service Safety- and security-related services 1,520
U.S. Secret Service Safety- and security-related services 13,704 46
U.S. Customs Service Safety- and security-related services 19,320 21
Wireless Program Safety- and security-related services 15,285
Office of Enf t Safety- and security-related services 53 4
Department of Veterans Affairs Safety- and security-related services 2,746 1
Environmental Protection Agency 2,961 2,083
Olympic venue-related sewer construction 2,083 2,083
Planning and increased services 473
Safety- and security-related services 405
Federal Ci ications C i Ci ications systems imp t 137
Federal Emergency M: t Agency Safety- and security-related services 6,107
General Services Administration Safety- and security-related services 1,472
U.S. Information Agency Education, cultural affairs 80
U.S. Postal Service Increased postal services 1894 s e 4,673
Facilities imp t: 4,673
Increased postal services 1,894
Total 254,203 45,210 56,942 1,011,835 262,791 323,329

11999 dollars were calculated by dividing 2002 dollars by 1.056, a conversion factor derived from chain-type price indexes for gross domestic product.

2Planned includes funds already expended.

3 “Designated by Congress” refers to funds that were specifically designated for an Olympian-related purpose in appropriations acts or committee reports accompanying those acts.
41n July 1998 the SLOC requested $137 million in FTA funds for the Olympic Spectator Transit System (OSTS). In February 2000, the SLOC revised this request to $91 million. On March 3, 2000, FTA proposed a maximum contribution of
$47.3 million for the 2002 Olympics and Paralympics. However, a current bill in the House of Representatives, H.R. 4475, provides $56.8 million for Olympic buses and facilities and $9.5 million for the Olympic Infrastructure Investment.

5Included in above for OTS.

Mr. McCAIN. It includes things such
as land acquisition, Olympic infra-
structure, Olympic park-and-ride lots,
light rail downtown to the University
of Utah, Olympic intelligent transpor-
tation system, commuter rail, inter-
modal centers, the list goes on and on
of the $1.3 billion that has already been
spent before we tack some more onto
this supplemental appropriations bill.

I hope the Senator from Alaska will
also work very hard to remove the non-
defense appropriations from the de-
fense appropriations bills.

I yield 7 minutes to the Senator from
Connecticut and reserve the remaining
4% or 5 minutes for me before all time
expires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to support the amendment offered
by my friend from Arizona. I do so be-
cause I think this amendment makes
two very important points. Those are
points that have strength and with
which I want to identify whether or not
this amendment has any possibility of
passing.

The two points are these: First, that
we are not spending enough on our na-
tional security; second, Congress has
recently adopted and the President has
signed a tax cut package that will
make it increasingly difficult for us in
the months and years ahead to find the
resources to meet the needs of our de-

fense systems and structures and
forces. Those are the two critical
points.

We have in recent years tried in Con-
gress, and succeeded on a bipartisan
basis, to significantly increase the rec-
ommended budget levels to sustain real
growth in our defense spending. Begin-
ning in the mid 1980s and going through
about 2 or 3 years ago, every year
spending on defense dropped in real
dollars. That was a peace dividend, peo-

ple said. In fact, when you look at the
constriction of spending in the Federal
Government over the last decade or so,
most of it comes at the expense of de-
fense; some of it obviously justified by
the end of the cold war.

At the end of the cold war, America
emerged in a very different world as
the one superpower with extraordinary
responsibilities for maintaining the
peace in our own interest and the
world’s interest around the world.

As I say, we began to turn that
around. In real dollars we began to in-
crease defense spending 2 or 3 years
ago.

Continuing this support must be a
priority. We have to provide for imme-
diate needs in the fiscal year 2001 sup-
plemental and to commit to funding
levels to maintain current readiness, as
well as to modernize and transform our
forces in the coming defense budget. I
am deeply concerned that if we do not,
we may jeopardize our capacity to de-
fend our interests here and abroad.

I have heard what my friend from Ar-
izona has said. I couldn’t agree with
him more about the statements made
last year that ‘‘help is on the way.” In
some sense, it appears that the check
may have been lost in the mail because
although there are increases in defense
in this supplemental appropriations
and in the budget President Bush has
recommended, they are inadequate to
the needs of our defense. That is where
I hope we in this body and Members of
Congress, the other body, will join to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to give the
Department of Defense the funds it
needs to protect us.

The defense supplemental for fiscal
year 2001, as has been said, is $5.6 bil-
lion, which, as I understand it, is about
half of the amount that the service
chiefs asked for. Although the fiscal
year 2002 budget request from the ad-
ministration is an increase, again, I

don’t think it is enough to meet our
national security needs.

For instance, by my calculation,
both procurement and research and de-
velopment for the Army are less than
that appropriated last year.

Navy procurement is lower by almost
$2 billion than last year. As Admiral
Clark, the Chief of Naval Operations,
testified at the Armed Services Com-
mittee today, we are now a 314-ship
Navy and on a course to head to 240
ships. It wasn’t so long ago that we
thought we needed 600 to protect us in
the waters of the world. We are not
meeting the needs of the Navy.

Air Force research and development,
the investments in the ideas and tech-
nologies that will maintain our domi-
nance in a high-technology world are
lower in this budget than they were
last year.

It is all that which brings me to join
with Senator MCCAIN in this amend-
ment to make a statement not only
about the short-term needs of the mili-
tary this year, which respectfully are
inadequately met in this supplemental
appropriations bill, but also to raise an
alarm about the inadequate funding in
the budget submitted for fiscal year
2002 and about the ever more difficult
problems we will face in the years
ahead as a result of the national re-
sources that have been squandered in
the adoption of a tax bill that gives
most to the few and leaves little for
the broad national needs of our Nation.

This amendment adds $847.8 million
to the amount requested by the Presi-
dent, a reasonable amount, mostly tar-
geted toward short-term needs in the
personnel and operation and mainte-
nance accounts that must be fixed
within the next 3 months. This is not
extra, surplusage.

This money will be put immediately
to critical national security uses, in-
cluding $1 million to remove additional
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sailors and marines from food stamps—
a national disgrace—and for the protec-
tion of our forces in the Arabian Gulf.
To do this, this measure includes off-
sets. So it is, in that sense, balanced.

I realize that every dollar has an ad-
vocate and every cut here will pain
someone. In fact, some of them pain
me. Senator MCCAIN has chosen some
programs that I have supported and
identified with. But the point is that
there is a larger interest here, and that
is that the short-term military needs
of our country are a higher priority
now.

I believe the short-term military
needs are a higher priority now. But
this, of course, is more than an issue of
short-term spending. It is also a ques-
tion of long-held values and respon-
sibilities.

One of the most fundamental respon-
sibilities we have under the Constitu-
tion is to provide for the common de-
fense of our Nation. To fulfill that obli-
gation, I am convinced we will have to
significantly increase defense spending
over the next decade. This amendment
is a small, but significant, step in that
direction; immediately, it is a large
statement of what is to come. I hope
that together we will meet our obliga-
tions to our men and women in uni-
form and, therefore, meet our responsi-
bility to provide for the common de-
fense.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much
time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 20 minutes under the Senator’s con-
trol.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

The McCain amendment provides $848
million for defense that the President
has not requested, is not assumed in
the budget resolution and is not au-
thorized. Many of the items that would
be funded in the McCain amendment
will be considered as part of the annual
DoD omnibus reprogramming request.
DoD will cover many of these costs
with their own offsets rather than
through cutting non-defense programs.

Many of the non-defense offsets con-
tained in the amendment are objec-
tionable:

Job training: The McCain amend-
ment rescinds an additional $141.5 mil-
lion from the FYO01 job training funds,
$41.5 million from dislocated workers
and $100 million from adult job train-
ing. This is in addition to the $217.5
million rescission already included in
the bill. Increasing the rescission above
the $217.5 million risks actual cuts on
job training services.

Security at Winter Olympics: The
McCain amendment would cut $30 mil-
lion from the Committee bill. The com-
mittee approved the funds to provide
security for participants and visitors
to the 2002 Salt Lake City Winter
Olympics. The federal government is
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mandated under Presidential Decision
Directive 62 to provide security for offi-
cially designated National Security
Special Events. These funds were re-
quested and fully paid for.

Advanced Technology Program: The
amendment would rescind $67 million
from the National Institutes for Stand-
ards and Technology Advanced Tech-
nology Program. ATP is a valuable and
well-managed innovation  program.
From the telegraph to the Internet to
biomedical research, government in-
vestment has spurred the development
of new technologies and new fields,
which have had great impact on and
held enormous benefit for the Amer-
ican people. According to the National
Academy of Sciences’ National Re-
search Council, ATP’s approach is
funding new technologies that con-
tribute to important societal goals.

International Trade Administration,
Trade Development: The amendment
would rescind $19 million. TD is respon-
sible for negotiating and enforcing in-
dustry sector trade agreements such as
these on autos, textiles and aircraft.
TD’s mission is extremely important in
the era of trade agreements such as
NAFTA and the African Free Trade
Agreement.

Oil/gas: $114.8 million has already
been rescinded from the Emergency Oil
and Gas Loan Guaranteed Loan Pro-
gram to help pay for the Radiation Ex-
posure Compensation Act, RECA, and
Global AIDS. This funding is no longer
available for rescission.

Steel: The amendment would rescind
$126.8 million from the oil and gas and
steel loan guarantee programs. The
committee bill already rescinds $114.8
million from the oil and gas program.
If the entire $126.8 million rescission
came from the steel loan guarantee
program, then the ability of the steel
loan guarantee board to help the steel
industry receive needed capital would
be eliminated. This reduction would
come at a time when a record number
of steel companies have filed for bank-
ruptcy (eighteen companies) and steel
prices have fallen below levels that
prevailed during the depths of the 1998
steel crisis.

Access to Work: The McCain amend-
ment would rescind over 80 percent of
Access to Work funding. This program
has been very successful at starting
new programs at transit agencies to
get welfare recipients to employers
that want to hire them. Many studies
have shown that one of the biggest
problems in getting welfare recipients
off the welfare roles and on to payrolls
is transportation—getting them to
work.

Antidumping: In the last 4 years,
continued dumping or subsidization
has been found in roughly 80 percent of
all administrative reviews conducted
by the Department of Commerce. In-
dustries affected include many parts of
agriculture, chemicals, consumer
goods, industrial goods and compo-
nents, and metals. The amendment
would rescind $200 million from the
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Treasury program established last year
to assist companies impacted by unfair
foreign trade practices. This rescission
would eliminate the program just when
it is anticipated that the first offset
disbursements will be made by Cus-
toms toward the end of November 2001.

NASA: The amendment would re-
scind $40 million from Life and Micro-
Gravity research. In FY 2000, Congress
fenced $40 million for a life and micro-
gravity mission aboard the space shut-
tle. However, due to delays in over-
hauling the Space Shuttle Columbia,
and the need to accelerate the Hubble
space telescope servicing mission,
NASA was forced to reschedule the
launch date May 2002. As a result of the
delay, the committee included bill lan-
guage that lifts a restriction on the use
of the funds to give NASA the flexi-
bility to reprogram the funds for a
Shuttle mission that will include a life
and microgravity research experiment.
Rescinding these funds will prohibit
NASA from conducting a life and
microgravity research experiment as
directed by Congress, and put in jeop-
ardy future research missions by
threatening the viability of NASA’s
contractor.

NASA electric auxiliary power units:
The Senate should not rescind $19 mil-
lion from the electric auxiliary power
units. As part of the space shuttle safe-
ty upgrades program, NASA initiated
an effort to develop an electric auxil-
iary power unit in FY 2000 to upgrade
the existing power units to make them
safer and more reliable. However after
the initial development phase, it be-
came clear that there were significant
technical hurdles that could not be
overcome without a significant in-
crease in the budget.

While this particular program was
canceled by NASA, the overall Space
Shuttle Safety Program remains a top
priority. NASA will redirect the re-
maining funds to address other key
safety and reliability upgrades for the
space shuttle. There is no higher pri-
ority than protecting our astronauts.

Transit research and planning: The
McCain amendment would virtually
eliminate funding for transit planning
and research —$90 million, provided in
the FY 2001 Transportation Appropria-
tions Act.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
oppose and defeat the amendment. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from
West Virginia yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I gladly
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
majority whip.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will some-
one get Senator McCAIN? He wanted to
close. He has about 4 minutes remain-
ing.

I want to spend a little time speaking
tonight before we have these series of
votes. Floor staff has been kind enough
to gather for me some information.
Since the leadership has changed in the
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Senate, we indicated we were going to
try to stick to 15-minute votes and ex-
tend the time for 5 minutes, to make it
a 20-minute vote, and with 10-minute
votes, extend it to 5 minutes to make
it a 15-minute vote.

In the 13 days we have had votes, we
have spent 179 minutes over those
times for a total of 3 hours. If one mul-
tiplies that out, over 1 month it will
probably be about 5 hours. We are in
session 9 or 10 months, so it is 45 or 50
hours we waste waiting for Senators to
vote because committees are not ad-
journed in time—the excuses are unbe-
lievable why Senators cannot get here
within 20 minutes.

I hope everyone will respect other
people’s time. We are going to do our
very best to stick to the 20-minute
time limit. I have spoken with Senator
DASCHLE. He agrees. Everyone will ac-
knowledge that it is time wasted for
everyone.

Since June 6, 179 minutes have been
wasted. There are a lot of things each
of us can do in 45 or 50 hours a year in
wasted time. We, of course, could an-
swer mail probably more precisely than
we do if we had an extra 45 or 50 hours.
We could review our mail more closely.
We could visit with constituents who
come here. A lot of time we are waiting
for other Senators to vote and we are
not able to see our constituents or, if
we do see them, we give them the
bum’s rush. We could participate in
congressional hearings more delib-
erately with an extra 45 or 50 hours. We
could make telephone calls we simply
do not have time to make. We could do
something such as go home and visit
with our families and have dinner.

I hope everyone understands, there
will be people who are going to miss
votes, but in fairness to everyone here,
that is the way it has to be. I hope
committee chairs will allow members
to leave early. It is very difficult for us
to say: Turn in the vote.

What we are doing is not partisan.
Democrats and Republicans are just as
responsible for the standing and wait-
ing around. I wish it were just the Re-
publicans and we could blame them for
it, but it is us. We are just as bad as
they are.

There are going to be Democrats who
will complain: Why did you terminate
the vote? I had something real impor-
tant to do. I was having dinner with
my son; I was at a key point in the
hearing. The excuses, most of them,
are very valid. But in fairness to all 100
Senators, we have to have a time limit
that is enforced.

I say that the staff, which is very
good about this—they hate to turn in a
vote when there are people not here be-
cause people yell at them, but we need
to move along and do this.

It is going to be bipartisan. We are
going to do our best to make sure it is
fair to everybody. Remember, we are
talking about 50 hours a year wasted
just in not having our votes, not in 15
minutes, but in 20 minutes; not in 10
minutes—sometimes we have 10-minute
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votes—not having those votes in 10
minutes but 15 minutes. I am talking
about the time wasted over the 20-
minute time limit.

I hope people will not be upset about
this. I know some will. Maybe if we get
in the habit of calling the votes on
time, Senators will come on time.

I thank Senator BYRD for yielding me
time.

Senator MCCAIN is not yet here. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how
much time remains on the McCain
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes for the Senator from Arizona;
7 minutes for the opposition.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Alaska, Senator MCCAIN asked to close.
What we could do is reserve his time
and the motion to table and go on to
Senator SCHUMER to save time. Would
that be appropriate?

Mr. STEVENS. It is my under-
standing the Senator from Missouri
wishes b5 minutes of the time in support
of the McCain amendment.

Mr. REID. There are not 5 minutes.
There are 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 4 minutes left for Senator MCCAIN.

Mr. STEVENS. We will be glad to ac-
cord the Senator from Missouri 5 min-
utes of our time. The Senator is right;
let’s hold the time and let Senator
SCHUMER start his amendment.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the McCain amend-
ment be set aside, and that the 4 min-
utes be reserved for Senator MCCAIN
and 4 minutes be reserved for Senator
STEVENS and Senator BYRD, and we go
to the Schumer amendment, which is
the last amendment in order tonight.

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving that right
to object, I wish the Senator would al-
locate that time to the Senator from
Alaska. I have 2 minutes; Senator
McCAIN has 4; the Senator from Mis-
souri has 5 minutes.

Mr. REID. That will be taken from
the Senator’s time?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator so modify the request?

Mr. REID. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New York is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 862

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 862.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is pending.

Mr. SCHUMER. I believe it is by the
unanimous consent request of the Sen-
ator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is pending.
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Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my friend,
the Presiding Officer. Amendment No.
862 is an amendment I have sponsored
with Senator REED of Rhode Island,
Senator REID of Nevada, Senator DODD,
Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator CORZINE,
and Senator JOHNSON.

It is a very simple amendment. It re-
scinds in this emergency supplemental
$33.9 million for advance mailings from
the IRS to the General Treasury.

I ask for the yeas and nays if they
have not been ordered. Have they been
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not been ordered.

Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. I
believe I have 15 minutes to debate on
this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 14%2 minutes.

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask the Chair to no-
tify me after I have consumed 7 of
those minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will do so.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, this
amendment is a simple one. There is
money in this supplemental appropria-
tion to send out a notice within the
next week to 112 million taxpayers tell-
ing them they will get a rebate. The
amendment is a simple one. It rescinds
that money and gives it back to the
committee. It does not spend it on any
other specific purpose, but rather at
this time when we are all desperate for
money—we just spent 2 hours on Sen-
ator MCCAIN’s amendment cutting
money from domestic programs so we
can fund defense—this $33.9 million is
needed.

Why do I think this money should be
rescinded? Because the notices they
will fund are unnecessary, they are in-
appropriately political, and they cost
money that can be spent on other
things, and I will talk about each. Un-
necessary. It makes no sense that we
send each taxpayer a notice that they
are going to get a rebate. The rebate is
self-explanatory. It has been in all the
newspapers. More people will have read
it in their newspapers than a notice
they get from the IRS. And if, indeed,
we thought it so necessary to do, which
I don’t think we should, it is certainly
unnecessary to do it as a separate no-
tice which will cost all this extra
money.

The idea that we have to notify tax-
payers that they are getting a rebate
doesn’t make sense. We have never
done it before—not in the 1975 rebate,
not when we have changed other tax
laws. We have never done it.

Second, I am against it because it is
a political message. The message in
this notification of the rebate says: We
are pleased to inform you that the
United States Congress passed, and
President George W. Bush signed into
law, the Economic Growth and Tax
Reconciliation Relief Act of 2001 which
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provides long-term relief for all Ameri-
cans who pay income taxes.

It sounds to me a bit like a political
ad. The IRS has always had a reputa-
tion for being apart from politics.
When the IRS gets too political we try,
justifiably, to pull it back. Yet here
from the IRS is a notice. We don’t send
notices out to people when bad things
happen: We are happy to let you know
because of laws that the President pro-
posed and the Congress passed that you
will get a lien on your property, that
your property will get a lien because
you haven’t paid your taxes. We just
put on the lien. We don’t send out no-
tices about all the other changes in the
law. We publish them in the Register
and then we go forward.

Finally, of course, I support this
amendment because we are in very
tough times. How many Americans
would make it their highest priority to
spend this $33.9 million on sending a
notice of a rebate?

My colleague from Nevada, when I
yield time to him, will give examples
of the alternatives on how we could
spend the money. Clearly, there are
better purposes.

Secretary O’Neill wrote me that it
wasn’t feasible for mechanical reasons
to include notification with the check
itself. I take that to mean that, despite
a quarter of a century of dramatic
technological advances and the impres-
sive stewardship of Commissioner
Rossotti, hailed as a world-renowned
technology expert, the IRS is unable to
get two pieces of paper into the same
envelope—or less able than it was in
1975 because they did it then.

Now, to boot, 523,000 taxpayers will
receive an inaccurate notice, erro-
neously informing them that they will
receive a larger rebate than they will
actually get. Some have said if we
don’t send this notice, there will be
lots of phone calls deluging the IRS.
We are not in tax season. I think they
can handle the phone calls. I argue
that knowing a small percentage of
these notices are erroneous will trigger
more phone calls than if we didn’t send
this false message at all.

The bottom line is simple: We know
why this mailing is being sent. We now
see political figures on television, Gov-
ernors and mayors, putting their faces
on, saying: Come to my State for tour-
ism; or, sign up for our children’s
health care plan.

We all know what the purpose is, but
never before has the Federal Govern-
ment stooped to this level. And never
before has the IRS, which I think we
all agree must remain above politics,
been used for such a message. This no-
tification is unnecessary and can be ac-
complished in other ways. It is polit-
ical, in an agency which should remain
above politics. And it wastes a badly
needed $33.9 million.

This amendment was narrowly de-
feated in the House. I hope this body
has its usual good sense, higher sense
than the House, and passes this amend-
ment.
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With that, I reserve the remainder of
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. We are hearing a great deal
about politics in the debate regarding
this amendment of the Senator from
New York. We hear the notices in the
mail to inform taxpayers of the rebate
checks are somehow about ‘‘politics.”
We hear the language used in a notice
is about politics.

Let me assure that the only thing
that is about politics is the amendment
before the Senate. I make very clear
the notices are being issued, being sent
by Congress, because we gave that di-
rection in the legislation we passed. I
read from the conference report of the
recently passed tax cut bill. Page 127 of
the report says:

The conferees anticipate that the IRS will
send notices to most taxpayers, approxi-
mately one month after enactment. The no-
tices will inform taxpayers the computation
of their checks and the approximate date by
which they can expect to receive their check.
This information should decrease the num-
ber of telephone calls made by taxpayers to
the IRS inquiring when their check will be
issued.

That is a quote from the conference
report of the Congress of the United
States, directing the Treasury Depart-
ment to do what has been labeled as
pure politics. This is a statement of the
conference report. That is why these
notices are being issued.

We are seeking to reduce confusion of
taxpayers and minimize the burden on
IRS employees. That is why the Na-
tional Treasury Employees Union, the
union that negotiates with the Treas-
ury Department, representing those
employees, supports the issuance of the
letters being criticized.

I read from the last paragraph of the
letter I have received from the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union:

On behalf of the employees of the IRS who
are charged with implementing the decisions
of Congress with regard to the tax code, I
urge you to oppose efforts to cut funding for
the mailing of a notification to taxpayers
with regard to their tax rebates.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
letter printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NTEU,
THE NATIONAL TREASURY EMPLOYEES
UNION,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2001.

I am writing with regard to funding in-
cluded in the FY 2001 supplemental funding
bill, H.R. 2216, that will allow the IRS to
mail notices to taxpayers informing them of
the timing and amount of tax rebate they
will be getting. While NTEU has no position
on the wording of such notice, we strongly
believe that a notice will significantly re-
duce the amount of telephone calls coming
into the IRS with questions about the tax re-
bate and ultimately reduce the costs associ-
ated with administering the rebate.

The IRS already has great difficulty re-
sponding to all of the telephone calls from
taxpayers with questions. The volume of
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calls will increase dramatically as anticipa-
tion of rebate checks grows, thereby making
it even more difficult for taxpayers with
other questions to get their calls answered.
Providing taxpayers with a notice in advance
will hold down the increase in calls and pre-
vent a significant decrease in the IRS’ abil-
ity to provide customer service.

It is my understanding that the IRS has in-
dicated that it may go forward with a notice
on the tax rebate even if funds to mail it out
are cut. Such a move would inevitably cause
erosion of customer service levels that are
already suffering from underfunding.

On behalf of the employees of the IRS who
are charged with implementing the decisions
of Congress with regard to the tax code, I
urge you to oppose efforts to cut funding for
the mailing of a notification to taxpayers
with regard to their tax rebates.

Sincerely,
COLLEEN M. KELLEY,
National President.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, these
concerns about the impact on services
at the IRS are very real. The news-
letter, Tax Notes, reported on June 9,
2001, that when Minnesota issued re-
bate checks, the U.S. West Company
had to cut off phone service to the tax
agency in Minnesota because the vol-
ume of calls brought down the system
for the entire Minnesota State capital
exchange.

In addition, notices are important to
prevent taxpayers being subject to con
games. The USA Today newspaper re-
ported on July 5, 2001, that taxpayers
are receiving solicitations from con
artists offering to calculate their re-
fund for $14.95. These letters being
found fault with will go far in pre-
venting frauds and cons such as re-
ported in USA Today.

Some want no notices at all sent, and
some want the words of the notice
changed. Why are they upset? Because
the letters start out by mentioning
that we, the Congress, passed a bill
that cuts taxes—the bill that provides
long-term tax relief for all Americans
who pay income taxes and was passed
by the Congress, in fact, and was
signed by the President of the United
States.

That is the only way you increase or
decrease taxes. It is not done by some
magic wand being waved by somebody
in Washington, DC. But this comes as a
shock, supposedly, to my colleagues.
Some people are a little too busy with
their lives to be thumbing through the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD after work,
like maybe we do, but our constituents
don’t do this.

So this letter provides a little over-
view and guidance, so people have some
contact as to what the letter discusses.

It should be clear this is not the first
time the President by name has been
mentioned in some IRS notice. For ex-
ample, a little less than 2 years ago the
IRS sent out a notice mentioning
President Clinton. Can you believe
that? They sent out a notice men-
tioning President Clinton.

I have searched the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD in vain to find any complaints
from any Senator about that specific
notice.
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Also, if this notice were only about
politics, why would the administration
also send out a notice to 32 million tax-
payers, informing them they will not
receive a refund check? That hardly
seems a political thing to do. It is said
we often find our own faults in others.

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I do not think I will
yield. The last time I yielded to you on
the bankruptcy bill I did not get
through my speech. I want to finish my
speech and then if you want to ask me
a question, I will do it.

Mr. SCHUMER. A 10-second question.

Mr. GRASSLEY. No, I will not,
please. I appreciate the man, he is a
friend of mine, and I do not have any
ill will towards him, but I just do not
want to yield at this point.

Would I suggest this amendment is
about politics? I could not suggest this
amendment is about politics. But here
is what we have to do. We have to
think of the reality of it. We are trying
to make Government work. When you
are sending out $60-some billion in
checks, you want to make sure they go
to the people they are supposed to go
to, and you want to know that the peo-
ple know this is happening and what
they are supposed to do with it.

Some suggest we should have the no-
tices, but the wording should be
changed. As stated earlier, I believe the
wording is important to better inform
taxpayers. Further, to rewrite and re-
print the notice will cost millions of
dollars and delay the notices by weeks.
Delay would undermine the whole
point of the notice: To better inform
the people prior to checks being issued.

Remember, you want to get the
checks out on time because of the
stimulus benefit that comes from this.
That is not just my saying this as a Re-
publican because you want to remem-
ber, the last week of March people on
the other side of the aisle said we
ought to have an immediate tax rebate
to help the economy. So that is some-
thing we both agreed ought to be done.

This notice, the Treasury Depart-
ment informs me, will actually be cost-
effective. If there is no notice, the IRS
will be flooded with calls and will not
be able to perform other valuable and
important activities. The language re-
garding notices is in the conference re-
port because of concerns about the im-
pact of issuing checks on IRS oper-
ations.

Finance Committee staff has met
with the Treasury Department several
times to ensure that the notice and
check effort is performed with minimal
trouble.

In addition, Senator BAUcCUS and I
have asked the GAO to oversee the no-
tice and check effort to ensure it is
properly managed.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to a cosponsor of the amend-
ment, the Senator from South Dakota.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from New York
for the fiscal responsibility he is exhib-
iting with this amendment. The
amount of money to be saved, again, is
$34 million, roughly? Mr. President, $34
million—this is astonishing, $34 million
to send out a mailing? This doesn’t
pass the laugh test, frankly.

If T were to g0 home to my home
State of South Dakota and talk to peo-
ple in the street to tell them we are
going to send some checks—by the
way, which I voted for; I voted for the
stimulus package, but we are going to
add $34 million to the cost, from the
taxpayers, to brag about what we did in
advance—they would not know wheth-
er to laugh or whether to cry.

This is just astonishing, $34 million
for a mailing. Are we going to do this
now when we do Patients’ Bill of
Rights? Are we going to send out a $34
million mailing? How about ag disaster
payments? What else are we going to
pass this year about which we are
going to send out to everybody in the
country what a wonderful job we are
doing for them, thanks to your dollars?

Here we are in this body talking
about, well, it doesn’t look as if we can
afford to do as much as we should with
school construction; probably not
enough money to advance Head Start
where it ought to be; our GI bill en-
hancement, where we are trying to
catch up with inflation so our military
can get the education opportunities
they should have, we might not have
the money; prescription drugs, we
probably do not have enough to set
aside to do what we need to do. But
wait, we are going to take $34 million
of your money and send you a letter
telling you what fabulous things we are
doing for you.

I don’t know whether or not it is po-
litical. What I care about is if you are
going to carefully mind the people’s
money, this is not how you ought to go
about doing it.

I congratulate the Senator from New
York for a little common sense, some-
thing I see all too seldom in the course
of some of these political debates.

Thank you to the Senator from New
York. It seems to me this amendment
deserves support. Let’s save $34 mil-
lion, put it back in the kitty where the
American people can have it for their
benefit.

I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield 6 minutes, or
the remainder of my time, to the Sen-
ator from Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator who is just leaving the floor needs
to know that $34 or $33 million rep-
resents about 30 cents a letter. I think
both he and I wish we could send out
any kind of campaign solicitation for
33 cents or 30 cents a letter. It seems to
be a pretty efficient operation to me.
But here is what the IRS is saying
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today. Even though the Senator from
New York is talking politics, the IRS is
talking fraud. The IRS is talking scam.
The IRS is trying to warn the Amer-
ican taxpayer, who may or may not re-
ceive a rebate check, that they better
beware that there is somebody out
there who wants to take $14 or $15 or
$20 of their money.

Let me refer to a scam operation
known as Revenue Resource Center in
Boca Raton, FL. Send in your check
for $12.95 and an extra $2, and we will
calculate for you what your rebate is
going to be.

The IRS is already going to calculate
for you what your rebate is going to be.
The Senator from New York knows
that. What the Senator ought to be
saying is: Bravo, IRS, you may be stop-
ping a multi-multimillion-dollar scam
operation.

The IRS has identified scams in four
other States: in Mississippi, Missouri,
Ohio, and Oklahoma, and they are an-
ticipating there will be a good many
others before this is over with.

What does the IRS do in its letter?
Not only does it say the Congress and
the President provided this, on an ef-
fort on their part, but it says here is
how the calculation was made. If you
have a question, make a phone call.
Here is the phone number.

That sounds pretty responsible to
me. I suggest that is the kind of gov-
ernment we ought to have. Is it polit-
ical? I don’t think it is. The Senator
from Iowa mentioned that President
Clinton was mentioned in an IRS let-
ter. I have a copy of that IRS letter.
Bravo. Bravo. Whether we take credit
for it—in fact, it was the Senator from
New York who, in 1995 said: When you
do something you ought to tell your
constituent about it. So he quoted him-
self in the New York Daily News.

Is there anything wrong with what is
going on? There is nothing wrong with
what is going on, in fact. I think what
the Senator from New York and I know
is you take this form right here; it is
called 2001 Form 16-D. It looks like an
official IRS form. Let me tell you it is
a scam form provided by this group
from Boca Raton, FL.

Right here it says:

Processing fee $12.95. Rush service add $2.
Total payment [$14.95].

If you got $14.95 from a few hundred
thousand or a few million taxpayers,
my guess is you walk away with a bun-
dle because you have a mailing address
and you have a computer and you have
a printer.

What the IRS is saying when they no-
tify the taxpayer is: You are going to
get your check and here is how it is
going to be calculated.

They are even saying to some tax-
payers: You are not going to get a
check, and here is why you are not
going to get a check.

My guess is this may have a lot less
to do with politics, at least from the
standpoint of the IRS, and a great deal
more to do with efficiency of govern-
ment. But most important, should not
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we go the extra step so we avoid the
scams that the great genius of the
human mind creates when they see an
opportunity to take advantage of an
older person, or an innocent person
who might be concerned that somehow
they are not going to get their appro-
priate check? So they are going to fill
out this form and send it in to a group
in Boca Raton, FL?

That is what the issue is all about.
So we are going to use $34 million at a
cost of about 30 cents a letter to about
130 million Americans to notify them
that all the information they need is
right there available to them, even how
their check was calculated, and all of
that is going to be made available by
the IRS. And, oh, by the way, yes, you
are right, Senator from New York. The
front paragraph says: And this tax re-
lief was provided for you by the Con-
gress—I believe that is Democrat and
Republican—and by the President of
the United States, George W. Bush.

Let’s stop the scam artists. Let’s no-
tify the American people when they are
going to get it, how they are going to
get it, and how it is calculated. It
seems like the right thing to do—not
the political thing to do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the cosponsor of this leg-
islation, the Senator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this legisla-
tion has nothing to do with scams. It
has nothing to do with partisan poli-
tics. It has everything to do with sav-
ing $34 million of taxpayer money.

As the Senator, for whom I have the
greatest respect, and the 19 members of
the Finance Committee say, this will
provide a little review and guidance.
Yes, it will, for $34 million.

There are a lot of domestic programs
in need of funding. Thirty-four million
dollars would do so much for edu-
cation. We could do something that
deals with dropouts. Three thousand
children are dropping out of school
every day.

We could do something about the na-
tional treasure of Nevada and Cali-
fornia called Lake Tahoe. It is deterio-
rating every day because of pollution.
We could stop it if we had the money.
It is a program that we need to help.
There are water systems all over Amer-
ica, in rural America, that need help.
We could do part of that with this
money.

Our Nation is facing an energy short-
age. The Energy and Water Sub-
committee will fight for money to pro-
vide research and development for en-
ergy. Thirty-four million dollars would
mean a lot to our subcommittee.

We ought do so many things.

Veterans: There has been a cutback
in the veterans’ budget this year by $30
million. We could take $343 million and
provide help to the veterans. Grants
are provided to the States for extended
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care facilities,
about veterans.

On Medicare prescription drugs, we
could do a little bit. But that would
certainly be something we could do.

Senator CHAFEE and I have a bill that
gives centers of excellence $30 million a
yvear so they can study links between
breast cancer and the environment.
That is certainly more important than
a $34 million notice that is going to go
out.

There are disasters happening all the
time. We used to have $250 million for
Federal safe project impact grant pro-
grams. That was deleted. It is wrong.
The State of Washington found out
how much that program helped.

This is something for which I don’t
blame the President. I don’t blame the
Finance Committee. I don’t blame any-
body. I think what we should do,
though, is recognize that dollars are
very scarce. We should do everything
within our power to provide additional
money for the programs that are des-
perately needed; $34 million would do
that. It is more than the letter that
would give a little bit of review and
guidance, as my friend from Iowa said.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
sponsor has 3 minutes 5 seconds. The
opposition has 1 minute, 17 seconds.

Mr. SCHUMER. Does the Senator
from North Dakota wish a minute?

I will reserve the remainder at the
conclusion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I intend
to support the amendment. I don’t
know how it got to this point. But I
was a tax administrator before I came
to the Congress. It is not, in my judg-
ment, necessary to send out a letter to
say: By the way, here is what you are
going to get. And then you get it.
Maybe afterwards they will send a let-
ter to them saying: Here is what you
got.

That doesn’t make any sense to me.
It is $34 million. There are a whole host
of important things that can be done
with $34 million.

The tax bill stands on its own. It was
passed. It is now law. The American
people will be receiving a rebate. There
does not need to be a substantial
amount of money spent to tell them:
By the way, this is what you will get in
the mail very shortly. Send the check
in the mail. They would be much more
appreciative of receiving the check
than receiving a letter saying they are
going to get a check. Do not send them
a letter saying they are going to get a
check. They will get a check. And
maybe people will come to the floor
asking to send them a letter saying
they got a check.

None of this makes sense. This
doesn’t pass the test. Let’s not do this.
This is a waste of money.

I will support the amendment.

specifically talking
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Is it not the case
that we must finish the Schumer
amendment before we go back to the
McCain amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Is the Senator from
New York willing to yield the remain-
der of his time?

Mr. SCHUMER. No. Mr. President, I
believe I have 2 minutes. I would like
to conclude. If the other side would
like to use their 1 minute remaining, I
would then yield. I will wait for them.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself the remaining time.

There are three things to remember:

Remember that the union members
working this issue for the Treasury De-
partment to make sure the Govern-
ment’s work is done right and done on
time said it is very important that
these notices be mailed out. That let-
ter is a matter of record and is printed
in the RECORD.

No. 2, remember that Congress or-
dered these letters to be sent. It is a
conference report from which I have al-
ready quoted. But remember we said
that.

No. 3, these letters are already print-
ed and in the envelopes. There was a
lot of labor put into this process. There
was a lot of effort put into it. If you
want to waste that money, you waste
that money by voting for this amend-
ment.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, first,
in reference to the debate we have
heard, give me a break. This letter, if
you read it, is not going to reduce
fraud. In fact, if we want to reduce
fraud, we contain it right with the
check—not a letter that people are
going to read through a month and a
half in advance and then get the check.
That is a bogus argument.

Second, President Clinton put his
name on the notice that was on 527.
The letter of the Secretary of the
Treasury is wrong. All that was printed
in the RECORD. President Clinton did
not send out 112 million pieces of paper
bragging about what he was going to
do.

The bottom line is simple. We all
know what is going on here. This is not
an attempt to help the taxpayers; t